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Abstract 
In the spring of 2008, Dwight Jones, Commissioner of the Colorado Department 
of Education, invited six Colorado school districts to partner with the department and an 
outside provider to close their achievement gaps in reading and math between minority 
and poverty students and White students and non-poverty students. Districts were invited 
to partner based on an achievement gap that exceeded the state‟s average gap in reading 
and math, and its perceived leadership capacity to initiate change. 
This study examined the process the six districts used to select a provider to assist 
in closing its achievement gap. The multi-case study analyzed the districts‟ processes for 
selecting a provider using interviews and a review of documents obtained from the 
Colorado Department of Education. 
Results from this study concluded: there was little difference in the process 
districts used to select its provider; individual and district experiences working with 
providers influenced the district‟s choice of a provider; providers selected had to be a 
“fit” for the district; provider self-reporting did influence the choice of a provider, 
however, not all categories of self-reporting were as important as others in the selection 
of a provider; and there was a significant variation in the number of stakeholders the 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Background of the Study 
 On January 8, 2002, the 107
th
 Congress passed an act, “to close the achievement 
gap with accountability, flexibility, and choice, so that no child is left behind.”  (Public 
Law 107-110).  Achievement gap is defined in the law as “between high- and low- 
performing children, especially the achievement gaps between minority and non-minority 
students, and between disadvantaged children and their more advantaged peers” (Public 
Law 107-110).  
 The State of Colorado recognized the existence of achievement gaps before the 
federal legislation, and it established an Achievement Gap Commission in 1999. 
However, according to a report downloaded from http://www.coloradokids.org entitled 
“The Achievement Gap: Colorado‟s Biggest [Education] Problem” (1999), the 
Achievement Gap Commission “faded away without any significant successes” (p.1). 
The report also stated that based on National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) 
and Colorado Student Assessment Program (CSAP) data, “Colorado‟s achievement gap 
is large and persistent – it is bigger than in most other American states and has not 
decreased in any meaningful way over the past 5 to 10 years” (p.1). 
In 2006, Dwight Jones became Commissioner of Education for the Colorado 
Department of Education (CDE) under Governor Bill Ritter. In a publication from CDE, 
“Forward Thinking”: The Voice (and Future) of CDE” (2007), five non-negotiable goals 
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were identified: “narrowing and eliminating the achievement gap; a continued and 
expanded focus on literacy; ensuring all children quality instruction; continued emphasis 
on high standards and rigor; and, graduating college – and/or workforce – ready high 
school students” (p.13).  In the same document, seven goals were established for CDE‟s 
work.  Specifically goal three, “Develop tools to eliminate gaps and increase achievement 
for all” (p.16) included “support districts and schools in ways that eliminate and narrow 
the race and income gap” (p.16).  Action on this goal resulted in a “Closing the 
Achievement Gap (CTAG) Initiative” whereby six Colorado school districts were 
identified and invited by CDE to participate in a 3-year pilot project.  Commissioner 
Jones successfully lobbied the Joint Budget Committee for $1.8 million in funds to 
finance providers and other costs for districts willing to participate in the initiative 
(Forward Thinking Goals and Progress, 2008, p.5). 
Districts were identified for the initiative if their achievement gap was greater 
than the state‟s gap between non-minority and minority and low income students for 2 
consecutive years, graduation rate gaps were larger than the state average for two 
consecutive years, at least 20% of district students were minority students and 20% of 
district students were economically disadvantaged, and if the district had the leadership 
capacity to engage in collaborative partnerships (CDE, 2008).  The districts chosen were 
Eagle County 50J, Greeley-Evans 6, Roaring Fork, St. Vrain Valley, Summit and Yuma 1 
(CDE, 2008).  
Identified districts for the CTAG project began a multi-phase process in April of 
2008 to meet the requirements of the state for inclusion in the project.  Phase One of the 
CTAG initiative included a comprehensive needs assessment, consultation with an 
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approved achievement gap consultant, establishment of an approved list of providers to 
work with districts, development of a comprehensive plan, and communication with 
community and district stakeholders (CDE, 2008). 
In the first part of Phase One, most of the districts participated in a comprehensive 
needs assessment using the Comprehensive Appraisal for District Improvement (CADI) 
visit from outside observers, which was conducted in April and May of 2008.  The CADI 
review was an independent, comprehensive, research-based process that supported 
districts in continuous improvement.  The unpacking of this report provided districts with 
an outside evaluation of their strengths and challenges, with the intention of 
comprehensive, systemic, and systematic improvement, by using district and outside 
provider resources to close the achievement gap (CDE, 2008). 
 As the second part of Phase One, a request for information was sent from CDE to 
Educational Service Providers (ESPs), which are “for profit or non-profit organizations 
that contract with new or existing public, charter, or private schools to help implement 
comprehensive reforms” (Best Evidence Encyclopedia, 2004), with a response deadline 
of March 31, 2008, to create a pool of providers for districts to interview in June of 2008. 
Requests for information were only sent to comprehensive providers, who could provide 
data showing they had closed achievement gaps for minority and poverty students 
through leadership training, professional development, and implementation of formative 
evaluation systems to report student progress and monitor data (CDE, 2008).  Provider 
applications were scored using a rubric in the areas of: qualifications of provider and 
staff, curriculum, assessment, instruction, leadership, comprehensive and effective 
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planning, district culture, student/family/community support, professional growth and 
staff evaluation, and organizational structure and resources 
Districts interviewed seven providers over two days and narrowed their choices to 
two or three providers for a second round of interviews.  After a second round of 
interviews in late July and early August of 2008, districts made their final selection of a 
provider (CDE, 2008). 
After each district selected providers, the providers assisted the district in 
completing and submitting their comprehensive plan to CDE, and with starting the 
communication process with community and district stakeholders.  In September of 2008, 
providers also started working with districts on professional development plans, 
formative assessments, and leadership training, with the intention of building capacity for 
the future sustainability of improvement (CDE, 2008). 
Rationale of the Study 
 The purpose of the CTAG project was for districts to partner with CDE and 
comprehensive CTAG service providers to close achievement gaps associated with race 
and income and to share learning with districts across the state (CTAG Pilot Quarterly 
Meeting, May 15, 2009).  The rationale for this study is to contribute to the body of 
knowledge regarding a process for selecting an outside provider with whom to partner to 
close the achievement gap. 
Need for the Study 
 School reform is more than an educational issue; it is a political issue.  During the 
8 years of the Bush administration, there was an increase of outside school reform model 
providers and Supplemental Education Service providers as a result of No Child Left 
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Behind (NCLB) legislation and other factors. Datnow, Hubbard, and Mehan (2002) 
stated, “economic, social and political conditions – including growing public 
dissatisfaction with public schools, the push for strong systems of accountability and 
systemic reform – have set the stage for the adoption of external reform designs” (p.18). 
 Years prior to NCLB, Elmore (1996) contended that public schools were deficient 
when meeting the needs of all students, strengthening the assertion that outside providers 
are required to close the achievement gap.  Standardized test scores, which are used as 
data for Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) under NCLB and are highlighting the 
achievement gap between minority and poor students in relation to their more affluent 
and white peers, would serve as evidence that schools alone are not closing the 
achievement gap. 
Bracey (2002) took a different view of outside providers, contending that the 
motivating forces of profit and control of the curriculum through the distortion of data is 
a serious threat to public education.  Although he recognized the need for reform in 
public education, he warned against the wholesale acceptance that outside providers are 
the sole and best answer. 
There is much written about the Comprehensive School Reform legislation and 
the involvement of outside providers in that process; however, the model being used in 
Colorado is unique in that it is involving reform at the district level (CDE, 2008).  The 
CTAG project also included the requirement and funding for partnership with an outside 
provider.  By examining all six districts, this study will contribute to the body of 
knowledge about the process of selecting a provider, should this model be taken to scale. 
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Significance of the Study 
The significance of this study was to identify the process districts used and 
influences upon districts identified for the CTAG project in selecting a provider with 
whom to partner for the 3 years of the project.  This study could also be the first step of a 
longitudinal study of the CTAG project.  Further research could be done on satisfaction 
with the outside providers selected and student achievement results. 
Research Question 
 The research question for this study was: What process did districts use to select a 
provider for the Closing the Achievement Gap (CTAG) project? 
Definition of Terms 
Achievement Gap: This is the academic difference “between high- and low- 
performing children, especially the achievement gaps between minority and non-minority 
students, and between disadvantaged children and their more advantaged peers” (Public 
Law 107-110). 
Annual Yearly Progress (AYP): This is the measure by which schools, districts, 
and states are held accountable for student performance under Title 1 of the No Child 
Left Behind Act of 2001 (edweek.org, 2004). 
Colorado Student Assessment Program (CSAP): This is the annual testing in 
grades 3-10 in reading and math.  Scores from CSAP testing are used to determine 
Annual Yearly Progress. 
Comprehensive School Reform: This is the “opportunity to improve entire schools 
and raise student achievement using scientifically based research and effective practices” 
(U.S. Department of Education, 2004). 
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District Culture: There were at least two aspects district culture. The first was the 
inclusion of a diversity of students and an equitable opportunity for all students.  The 
second aspect was the culture created as a result of people working together. For the 
purpose of this dissertation, when district culture was discussed it was referring to the 
first aspect of district culture, as this was the basis for provider self-reporting. 
Educational Service Providers: These are “for profit or non-profit organizations 
that contract with new or existing public, charter, or private schools to help implement 
comprehensive reforms” (Best Evidence Encyclopedia, 2004). 
National Assessment of Academic Progress (NAEP): This is a standardized test in 
reading, math, and science that is administered to a representative sample of students in 
most states to provide score estimates that provide for comparisons of sub groups of 
students, such as Latino students or students of poverty, across states. 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB): This is the federal legislation enacted on January 
8, 2002, that requires student and state accountability on a yearly basis to reach defined 
targets for achievement for all students by 2014 (Public Law 107-110).  
Obey-Porter initiative:  This is the federal legislation passed in 1997 to provide 
funding for Comprehensive School Reform.  Organization of the Remainder of the Study 
 Chapter 2: Review of literature about the achievement gap and Comprehensive 
School Reform as they relate to the process of selecting an outside provider with whom 
to partner to close the achievement gap between poor and minority students and their 
more affluent and white peers. 
 Chapter 3: Methodology used to conduct the research for this study, which was 
interviewing and multi-case study.  Multi-case study was used to analyze data within and 
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between the six districts involved in the pilot CTAG project.  Interviews were conducted 
with key district-level and school-level personnel to gather data about the process the 
district used to select a provider. Data was triangulated by cross-reference with 
documents from the CDE. 
 Chapter 4: Findings of the study based on documents obtained from CDE and 
interviews with participants involved in the process of selecting a provider for the CTAG 
project. 
 Chapter 5: Discussion of the conclusions found from the research conducted 
within the district and across the six districts; significance of the conclusions; 
recommendations for school districts; recommendations for providers; and 









Chapter 2: Review of Literature 
This review of the literature has two focus points: the achievement gap and school 
reform to address the achievement gap, as related to the process of choosing an outside 
provider.  There was a large amount of literature available regarding the achievement gap 
and school reform: however, there was a limited amount of literature specifically about 
the achievement gap and school reform and their connection to the process of choosing 
an outside provider.  
Colorado‟s achievement gap between minority and poverty student in relation to 
their more affluent peers is larger than most other American States, based on the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (The Achievement Gap: Colorado‟s Biggest 
[Education] Problem. 1999, p.1).  This literature review will focus on the size of 
Colorado‟s achievement gap and what research has found to be effective in closing the 
achievement gap. 
The use of Educational Service Providers (ESPs) to assist schools in reform dates 
back to the mid-1990s.  There were two primary types of external support for schools that 
used federal funding: Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) and Supplemental 
Educational Services (SES).  CSR was approved by Congress in 1997 and initiated in 
1998, with the purpose of whole school improvement.  SES provides information to 
parents about tutoring for their child under NCLB (2002) if the child attends a school that 
failed to make AYP for two consecutive years 
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CSR will be the emphasis of this literature review, as it is the program that most 
closely models the intent of the CDE‟s CTAG project. 
The Achievement Gap 
The achievement gap is defined in the law as “between high- and low- performing 
children, especially the achievement gaps between minority and non-minority students, 
and between disadvantaged children and their more advantaged peers” (Public Law 107-
110).  Colorado identified districts for the CTAG project if its achievement gap was 
greater than the state‟s gap between non-minority and minority and low income students 
and their more advantaged peers in reading and math for two consecutive years, 
graduation rate gaps were larger than the state average for two consecutive years, and at 
least 20% of district students were minority students and 20% of district students were 
economically disadvantaged (Closing Achievement Gaps: An Invitation to Partner 
meeting April 2008).  
The achievement gap in Colorado has been recognized as larger than most states 
using assessment data from the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 
and the Colorado Student Assessment Program (CSAP). 
An analysis by the Donnell-Kay Foundation, Colorado Children‟s Campaign, 
Center for Education Policy Analysis, and the Piton Foundation (1999) found that: 
Colorado‟s achievement gap is large and persistent – it is bigger than most other 
American states and has not decreased in any meaningful way over the past 5 to 
10 years.  National test scores show that the gap in Colorado is equivalent to 
about two grade levels, that means that on average, Latino and black students are 
performing about two full grade levels behind the average white student; even in 
the few grades where the gap is decreasing, the progress is so slow that, at the 
current rate of improvement, several more generations of Colorado students will 
leave school with sub-standard skills before we solve this problem (p.1). 
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State comparisons on the NAEP for 2007 for mathematics and reading tests given 
in fourth and eighth grades showed that the achievement gap between White and 
Hispanic students was significantly larger than the majority of other states (The 
Achievement Gap: Colorado‟s Biggest [Education] Problem. pp.2-4).  
According to NAEP State Comparison Data Tables (2007), Colorado ranked 8
th
 
out of the 50 states in fourth grade reading scores for White students and 33
rd
 for 
Hispanic students. For fourth grade mathematics Colorado ranked 17
th
 for White students 
and 31
st
 for Hispanic students.  Eighth grade reading and mathematics scores follow a 
similar trend: White students ranked 7th and Hispanic students ranked 26
th
 for 
mathematics and 7th for White students and 19
th
 for Hispanic students in reading. 
Comprehensive School Reform Legislation 
The Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) program, also known 
as the Obey-Porter Initiative, was created in 1997 and provided the means for state 
education agencies (SEAs) to apply for CSRD grants on the behalf of individual schools 
and districts (Lane & Gracia 2004).  Initially, $145 million was allocated to the project, 
which was increased to $310 million in 2003.  The CSRD program was later integrated 
into the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 and became the Comprehensive School 
Reform (CSR) program. According to ED.gov (2004) in its Overview of CSR, “The 
Comprehensive School Reform program is designed to foster coherent school wide 
improvements that cover all aspects of the school‟s operations, rather than piecemeal, 
fragmented approaches to reform” (p.1).  This goal is broader than the CTAG initiative; 
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however, many of the 11 components of CSR, which are listed below, apply to closing 
the achievement gap. 
The 11 components were:  
1. Employs proven methods and strategies based on scientifically based 
research. 
2. Integrates a comprehensive design with aligned components. 
3. Provides ongoing, high-quality professional development for teachers and 
staff. 
4. Includes measurable goals and benchmarks for student achievement.  
5.  Is supported within the school by teachers, administrators, and staff. 
6. Provides support for teachers, administrators, and staff. 
7. Provides for meaningful parent and community involvement in planning, 
implementing, and evaluating school improvement activities. 
8. Uses high-quality external technical support and assistance from an 
external partner with experience and expertise in school-wide reform and 
improvement. 
9. Plans for the evaluation of strategies for the implementation of school 
reforms and for student results achieved, annually. 
10. Identifies resources to support and sustain the school‟s comprehensive 
reform effort. 
11. Has been found to significantly improve the academic achievement of 
students or demonstrates strong evidence that it will improve the academic 
achievement of students (Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 2002, 
Sec.1606). 
States were successful in obtaining grants for CSR; however, the majority of State 
Departments of Education (SDEs) did not have the capacity to implement the school 




SDEs need partners in their work of implementing complex school reform for at 
least three reasons. First, they do not have the capacity to do the job.  Second, 
they do not have sufficient staff to work with all schools or to develop all 
products such as assessments, and third, existing staff do not necessarily have the 
skills and knowledge necessary for doing the work required (p.173). 
Datnow et al (2002) found that “the impetus for the adoption of an external 
reform seldom arises from teachers,” thus, outside forces at the state and district-level 
compel schools to reform (p.18).  For the CTAG initiative, there was the recognition that 
outside help was needed and that the impetus for change would most likely not come 
from teachers, resulting in the acquisition of funds by Commissioner Jones to hire outside 
providers for this pilot project. 
Model providers. 
Increased accountability for educating all children under NCLB has highlighted 
the option and at times, the mandate for using external educational or model providers. 
Datnow (2000) stated: 
Social and political conditions in education – including growing public 
dissatisfaction with public schools due to low student achievement, strong 
systems of accountability and systemic reform, and beliefs in the effectiveness of 
research-based reform have all set the stage for the adoption of externally 
developed reform designs.  This movement marks a shift away from the belief 
that the best way to reform schools is through grassroots, local school efforts. 
Instead, schools and districts are now looking to external reform organizations for 
roadmaps to school improvement (p. 357). 
Fullan, Bertani, and Quinn (2004) stated in the article “New Lessons for 
Districtwide Reform” that “all improving districts that we know about have active 
external partners – such as business groups, foundations, community-based organizations, 
or universities that help build the district‟s professional capacity” (p.45).  Furthermore, 
they continued:  
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Well-placed pressure from external partners, combined with internal energy, can 
be the stimulus for tackling something that might not otherwise be addressed, and 
district leaders can use these partners to stir the pot in purposeful directions. 
External partners can also provide valuable expertise  (p.45).  
 The “Special Strategies Study” (Stringfield et al., 1997) found that within the 
sample of schools observed longitudinally, “Students in schools using externally 
developed designs tended to achieve greater academic gains than did students in locally 
developed programs” (p.30). 
 There is a growing body of evidence that the partnership with an external 
educational provider can be beneficial, providing there is fidelity of implementation of 
processes and programs recommended by the provider.  Implementation is another 
complex issue in school reform and is not the focus of this literature review. 
Selection of a model provider. 
All states must compile a list of approved providers, which must be available to 
the public (U.S. Department of Education 2004).  Colorado‟s list of providers includes 8 
comprehensive providers, including the 3 chosen by districts in the CTAG project, and 
over 40 providers for tutoring under NCLB (CDE website, 2008).  The literature provides 
guidelines regarding selection of a provider; however, according to Datnow (2000) “little 
is known about exactly how schools go about adopting externally developed reforms” 
(p.358). 
The literature supports a process, which takes time, for selecting an outside model 
provider. This was not something the six districts in the CTAG initiative were able to 
comply with, considering the project was initiated in the spring of 2008 and implemented 
in the fall of 2008.  
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There are different types of models for school reform.  Schwartzbeck (2002) 
identified process models at one end of the spectrum and content or prescriptive models 
at the other end of the spectrum.  There are also models that combine elements of both.  
Process models focus on the processes used in the school, such as collaboration 
between teachers.  Process models usually encourage input and reflection from staff and 
administration; as a result, it may take more time to see changes in student achievement 
(Schwarzbeck, 2002).  
Content or prescriptive models are generally programs that have a consistent 
delivery, such as a specific curriculum or scripted instruction (Schwarzbeck, 2002). 
Content or prescriptive models, if implemented with fidelity, generally look more similar 
across schools, regardless of differences between the schools, and may be more quickly 
put into practice because they are up and running as soon as teachers are trained 
(Schwarzbeck, 2002). 
Regardless of the model selected, researchers are in agreement that the model 
must be a fit with the school or district (Datnow, 2000; Schwartzbeck, 2002; Stringfield 
& Ross, 1997).  In a study by Graczewski et al. (2007), through interviews with districts 
who had selected a model provider,  
practitioners suggested the importance of understanding the ways that a potential 
model aligns with the philosophy, needs, and culture of a specific school site, the 
importance of the degree of flexibility offered by the model and the cost of the 
model. (p. 78) 
Schwartzbeck (2002) identified three key factors in selecting a provider:  
(a) the needs of the school; (b) the existing skills and strengths of the school staff; and (c) 
the level of urgency for undertaking reform.  Le Floch, Zhang, Kurki, and Herrmann, 
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(2006) would add two other key features in the adoption process: “the extent to which 
stakeholders receive access to information on the models the school is considering” and, 
“the extent to which model adoption is inclusive” (p.241). 
 An “adoption process that is inclusive, informative, and legitimate is most likely 
to ensure that teachers have adequate understanding of the model and will generate 
teacher buy in,” according to Le Floch et al (2006, p.252).  The rationale is that “if 
teachers are engaged in and supportive of the decision to adopt the model, they will be 
more likely to approach implementation with a positive attitude” (Le Floch et al., 2006, p. 
240).  
Slavin and Fashola (1998) identified four key factors that contribute to program 
effectiveness:  
1. Effective programs have clear goals, emphasize methods and materials 
linked to those goals, and constantly assess students‟ progress toward the 
goals. 
2. Effective and replicable programs have well-specified components, 
materials, and professional development procedures. 
3. Effective programs provide extensive professional development. 
4. Effective programs are disseminated by organizations that focus on the 
quality of implementation. (pp.64-66) 
 Slavin and Fashola (1998) also offered criteria of essential characteristics for the 
selection of a model: (a) researching the effectiveness of the model or provider with valid 
research; (b) the availability of resources, trainers, materials, assessments, and supports to 
enable schools to replicate the model; (c) a track record of working in schools with 
similar needs and Title 1 Schools; and (d) availability and affordability to a large 
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proportion of the district‟s schools.  Furthermore, Slavin and Fashola argued that the 
model was “found to be markedly more effective” (p.93). 
 The North Central Regional Educational Laboratory (NCREL) published a guide 
for schools and districts embarking on school reform to help with the process of 
submitting a successful application for CSR monies.  Although the guide, Making Good 
Choices: A Guide for Schools and Districts (2002), was specific to the CSR 
requirements, it offered many recommendations for a process to select an outside 
provider, such as explanation of the 11 CSR requirements, steps for decision-making, and 
tools for the process. 
 There are four basic steps the NCREL publication identified for CSR: (a) laying 
the groundwork; (b) evaluating the current situation; (c) profiling an ideal approach; and 
(d) deciding on a model.  This publication also offered various tools to assist in the 
process, such as a self-evaluation tool, a profiling tool (to use to compare models), and 
research questions to ask providers when interviewing.  If a school or district had the time 
to follow the steps recommended and use the tools provided, Making Good Choices, 
along with the Catalog of School Reform Models (1998), also from NCREL, could 
provide a framework and process for selecting a model provider. 
District/school relationships with outside providers. 
Familiarity with the research about relationships with an outside provider may 
assist districts in the process of selection for school and district reform.  Partnerships with 
providers will generally be long term; for the CTAG initiative, the partnership funded by 
CDE will be three years.  Because of the long-term aspect of the relationship it may be 
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beneficial to understand the successful components of relationships with outside 
providers. 
Walter and Hassel‟s (2002) Guide to Working With Model Providers identified 
elements that increase the likelihood of success when working with a model provider.  
The first key element would be establishing a framework for working with the 
provider.  This would include what services and materials the school or district would 
likely be provided, actions needed to facilitate implementation of the model, and cost and 
payment arrangements.  Other key elements recommended were considerations for 
working as partners for the successful implementation and evaluation of the model and, 
in planning for the future, how the relationship would evolve and change over time.  This 
resource could provide insight for districts during the selection process, considering that 
the relationship they will be entering into will most likely be long term. 
The research of Spovitz (2008) provided some possible questions that could be 
asked during the provider interview process, thus giving more insight into the 
relationship between school, district, and provider: 
How does provider support fit into the existing structure of the district? How do 
new initiatives fit into the prevailing program monitoring and accountability 
structures within the district?  How are leaders at different levels of the 
organization trained to both understand and support the program? (p.474) 
Spovitz‟s (2008) research supported the premise that “sophisticated partnerships” 
and “melding their support and comparative advantages together, district and provider 
partnerships may be the best option for effectively supporting instructional improvement 
in schools” (pp.474-475).  
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There was literature specifically devoted to relationships and collaboration with 
outside providers for the purpose of school improvement, and a great deal of the research 
is devoted to the changing dynamics involved with district leadership and outside 
providers once they are engaged in reform, which would not be essential to this 
dissertation.  Knowing that relationships between the district, school, and provider would 
be important in the implementation and success of any school reform effort, may help in 
the selection process, but will not be presented in detail in this literature review. 
Summary 
 This review of literature has focused on the definition of the achievement gap and 
the literature regarding the achievement gap in Colorado as it related to the CTAG project 
and CSR literature, as this is the closest connection to the Closing the Achievement Gap 
project.  There is extensive literature available about CSR model providers, their 
programs and evaluations of their programs.  There is also a substantial amount of 
literature about selecting a model provider, with tools and processes to find the right fit 
for a school or district. 
 Because partnering with a model provider is generally a long-term relationship, 
that literature has also been included.  Taken together, if a school or district has the 
luxury of time when deciding on a provider, there are many resources available to assist 










Chapter 3: Methodology 
 The purpose of this study was to research the process districts used to select an 
outside provider for the Closing the Achievement Gap project.  A qualitative approach 
was used in this study because one of the ways to gather the data needed was to interview 
key participants from each district who were part of the selection process. The other 
method of collecting data was to examine documents from the CDE regarding 
demographic data, the CADI report, and the Request for Information (RFI) which was 
required from providers to be considered for the CTAG project. 
Characteristics and Assumptions of Qualitative Research. 
 The choice of qualitative research for this dissertation was based upon the study, 
the selection of a provider for the CTAG project.  This was a unique situation for the six 
districts that were selected by the CDE for the pilot CTAG project and because funding 
was provided for partnering with an outside provider to close the achievement gap.  
Districts had to make the decision about the outside provider with which to partner within 
3 months, write a plan to submit to the CDE, and initiate the plan at the beginning of the 
2008-2009 school year (CDE, 2008). 
 Qualitative design allows researchers to “understand the lived experience of other 
people and the meaning they make of that experience” (Seidman, 2006, p.9) Merriam 
(1998) stated, “The key philosophical assumption upon which all types of qualitative 
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research are based in the view that reality is constructed by individuals interacting with 
their social worlds” (p.6).  
Qualitative design also allows researchers to use open-ended interviewing, which 
was one of the ways to gather data for this dissertation.  Kavale (2009) stated this key 
point about qualitative interviewing: “The qualitative research interview attempts to 
understand the world from the subjects‟ points of view, to unfold the meaning of their 
experiences, to uncover their lived world prior to scientific explanations” (p.1).  In 
addition, “most people who agree to be interviewed enjoy sharing their knowledge, 
opinions, or experiences” (Merriam, 1998, p.214).  This was also a primary consideration 
in using interviews to gather data and the use of document data to triangulate the data.  
Framework of Qualitative Design 
 The qualitative design for this dissertation was a multi-site case study.  Case 
studies “are the preferred strategy when „how‟ or „why‟ questions are being posed, when 
the investigator has little control over events, and when the focus is on a contemporary 
phenomenon within some real-life context” (Yin, 2003, p.1).  Case study can also 
investigate a process that is bound by time and activity (Creswell, 2003), which is the 
case for the research question for the study: What process did districts use to select a 
provider for the CTAG project? 
This case study can be further described as being “particularistic,” which Merriam 
(1998) defined as “case studies [that] focus on a particular situation, event, program, or 
phenomenon. The case itself is important for what it reveals about the phenomenon and 
for what it might represent” (p.29). 
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 Audet and d‟Amboise (2001) designed a research approach for multi-site studies. 
This approach “involves the observation and analysis of several sites using namely cross-
case comparisons and explanation building techniques to analyze data” (p.1).  As there 
were six districts involved in the CTAG initiative, this design provided a framework for 
collection and analysis of data for this dissertation. 
Contexts of the Cases 
The participants and settings. 
Participants in this study were the six districts selected for the CTAG project, 
Eagle County, Greeley District 6, Roaring Fork, St. Vrain, Summit, and Yuma, selected 
for the CTAG project, and the school officials at the district and school-levels who were 
instrumental in the selection of an outside provider to partner with for the CDE Closing 
the Achievement Gap initiative.  
Demographic data. 
Demographic data regarding the size of the achievement gap between 
minority/White students and poverty/non-poverty students for the six districts 
participating in the CTAG project was acquired from the Colorado Department of 
Education web site, using 2008 CSAP results, see Appendix B.  Districts qualifying for 
the CTAG project exceeded the average state achievement gap for ethnicity and poverty 
for students scoring proficient and advanced on CSAP in reading and math as compared 




The Eagle County district is located in Eagle County in western Colorado and is 
designated as an outlying town school district.  Reading CSAP data for 2008 showed 
1,567 Hispanic students and 1,516 White students in grades 3 through 10. The 
achievement gap in reading between White and Hispanic students scoring proficient and 
advanced in reading was 41.05%.  Math CSAP data showed 1,620 Hispanic students and 
1,514 White students in grades 3 through 10.  The achievement gap in math for students 
scoring proficient and advanced on CSAP between White and Hispanic students was 
36.31%. 
 Poverty/non-poverty status was determined by eligibility for Free and Reduced 
Meals.  The 2008 CSAP reading data showed 988 students eligible for Free and Reduced 
Meal status and 2,155 students not eligible.  The achievement gap in reading between 
poverty/non-poverty scoring proficient and advanced was 35.68%.  The 2008 math data 
showed 878 students eligible for Free and Reduced Meal status and 2,162 students not 
eligible.  The achievement gap in math between poverty/non-poverty students scoring 
proficient and advanced was 26.08%. 
Greeley District 6. 
Greeley District 6 is located in Weld County in northern Colorado and is 
considered an urban/suburban district.  CSAP reading data for 2008 showed 5,813 
Hispanic students and 4,780 Whites students in grades 3 through 10.  The achievement 
gap between White and Hispanic students scoring proficient and advanced in reading was 
31.68%.  Math data showed 5,809 Hispanic students and 4,776 White students in grades 
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3 through 10.  The achievement gap in math between White and Hispanic students 
scoring proficient and advanced in math was 25.05%. 
 Poverty/non-poverty status was determined by eligibility for Free and Reduced 
Meals. The 2008 CSAP reading data showed 5,589 students eligible for Free and 
Reduced Meals and 5,154 students not eligible for Free and Reduced Meals.  The 
achievement gap between poverty/non-poverty students scoring proficient and advanced 
in reading was 30.86%.  The 2008 math data showed 5,603 students eligible for Free and 
Reduced Meals and 5,149 students not eligible for Free and Reduced Meals.  The 
achievement gap between poverty/non-poverty students scoring proficient and advanced 
in math was 23.06%. 
Roaring Fork. 
Roaring Fork is located in Pitkin County in western Colorado and is considered 
an outlying city district.  CSAP reading data for 2008 showed 1,393 Hispanic students 
and 1,547 White students in grades 3 through 10.  The achievement gap between White 
and Hispanic students scoring proficient and advanced in reading was 48.27%.  Math 
data showed 1,426 Hispanic students and 1,543 White students in grades 3 through 10.  
The achievement gap in math between White and Hispanic students scoring proficient 
and advanced was 36.72%. 
 Poverty/non-poverty status was determined by eligibility for Free and Reduced 
Meals.  The 2008 CSAP reading data showed 854 students eligible for Free and Reduced 
Meals and 2,138 students not eligible for Free and Reduced Meals.  The achievement gap 
between poverty/non-poverty students scoring proficient and advanced in reading was 
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32.27%.  The 2008 math data showed 870 students eligible for Free and Reduced Meals 
and 2,152 students not eligible for Free and Reduced Meals. The achievement gap 
between poverty/non-poverty students scoring proficient and advanced in math was 
20.92%. 
St. Vrain. 
St. Vrain is located in Boulder County in northern Colorado and is considered a 
Denver Metro district.  CSAP reading data for 2008 showed 4,309 Hispanic students and 
9,622 White students in grades 3 through 10.  The achievement gap between White and 
Hispanic students scoring proficient and advanced in reading was 31.86%. Math data 
showed 4,513 Hispanic students and 9,614 White students in grades 3 through 10.  The 
achievement gap in math between White and Hispanic students scoring proficient and 
advanced was 26.27%. 
 Poverty/non-poverty status was determined by eligibility for Free and Reduced 
Meals.  The 2008 CSAP reading data showed 3,936 students eligible for Free and 
Reduced Meals and 10,047 students not eligible for Free and Reduced Meals.  The 
achievement gap between poverty/non-poverty students scoring proficient and advanced 
in reading was 37.44%.  The 2008 math data showed 4,133 students eligible for Free and 
Reduced Meals and 10,046 students not eligible for Free and Reduced Meals.  The 
achievement gap between poverty/non-poverty students scoring proficient and advanced 




Summit School District is located in Summit County in western Colorado and is 
considered an outlying town district. CSAP reading data for 2008 showed 413 Hispanic 
students and 1,224 White students in grades 3 through 10.  The achievement gap in 
reading between White and Hispanic students was 46.28%.  Math data showed 419 
Hispanic students and 1,223 White students in grades 3 through 10.  The achievement 
gap in math between White and Hispanic students scoring proficient and advanced was 
38.11%. 
 Poverty/non-poverty status was determined by eligibility for Free and Reduced 
Meals. The 2008 CSAP reading data showed 458 students eligible for Free and Reduced 
Meals and 1,223 students not eligible for Free and Reduced Meals.  The achievement gap 
between poverty/non-poverty students scoring proficient and advanced in reading was 
53.16%.  The 2008 math data showed 463 students eligible for Free and Reduced Meals 
and 1,223 students not eligible for Free and Reduced Meals.  The achievement gap 
between poverty/non-poverty students scoring proficient and advanced in math was 
43.91%. 
Yuma. 
Yuma School District is located in Yuma County in eastern Colorado and is 
considered an outlying town district.  CSAP reading data for 2008 showed 159 Hispanic 
students and 292 White students in grades 3 through 10.  The achievement gap between 
White and Hispanic students scoring proficient and advanced in reading was 33.43%.  
Math data showed 177 Hispanic students and 293 White students in grades 3 through 10.  
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The achievement gap in math between White and Hispanic students scoring proficient 
and advanced was 32.13%. 
 Poverty/non-poverty status was determined by eligibility for Free and Reduced 
Meals.  The 2008 CSAP reading data showed 246 students eligible for Free and Reduced 
Meals and 238 students not eligible for Free and Reduced Meals.  The achievement gap 
between poverty/non-poverty students scoring proficient and advanced in reading was 
50.54%.  The 2008 math data showed 250 students eligible for Free and Reduced Meals 
and 238 students not eligible for Free and Reduced Meals.  The achievement gap between 
poverty/non-poverty students scoring proficient and advanced in math was 48.61%. 
Interviews. 
Interviews were conducted with a minimum of two key school officials at the 
district-level and school-level, including superintendents, directors, and principals, who 
were involved in the selection of the outside provider with whom to partner for the 
Colorado Department of Education‟s CTAG project. 
 “At the root of in-depth interviewing,” according to Seidman (2006), is an interest 
in understanding the lived experience of other people and the meaning they make of that 
experience” (p.9).  Seidman called his technique “in-depth, phenomenologically based 
interviewing” (p.15) in which the approach is to use primarily open-ended questions, then 
to build upon and explore the participant‟s responses to those questions.  
The recommendation for this technique is to conduct three separate interviews 
with each participant.  Normally, the three in-depth interviews would focus on a different 
aspect, focused life history, details of the experience, and reflection on the meaning of the 
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experience.  However, the scope of this dissertation, involving six separate districts, did 
not lend itself to the intensity described.  Instead, one interview was conducted with each 
of the key participants about the process of choosing an outside provider and was focused 
on the details of the experience. 
Interviews for this dissertation were “standardized open-ended interviews” 
(Rossman & Rallis, 1998, p.125).  Standardized open-ended interviews are tightly 
prefigured, having fixed questions that are asked of all participants in a particular order.  
It was necessary to standardize the interview to a degree, because of interviewing school 
personnel from six different districts, and in order to gather data that would make 
conclusions within the individual district and across districts. 
Documents. 
Documents used for this dissertation included CDE communications with the 
general public, such as news releases; CDE communications with districts chosen for the 
CTAG project, such as meeting agendas and PowerPoint presentations; the CADI report 
standards; and the Request for Information (RFI) from ESPs who were included on the 
list for the Closing the Achievement Gap Educational Service Providers School Year 
2008-2009. 
Triangulation of data. 
Yin (2003) also stated, “when you have really triangulated the data, the events or 
facts of the case study have been supported by more than a single source of evidence” (p. 




The researcher, Dianna Rae Hulbert, was a Doctoral student at the University of 
Denver.  Ms. Hulbert was also a school-level administrator involved in the selection of 
the provider for Summit School District.  Ms. Hulbert had 24 years of teaching 
experience, 10 years of administrative experience and had served as an administrator in 
Summit School District for 3 years.  Ms. Hulbert was a participant on the team that 
helped select the provider for Summit School District.  The experience of being on the 
selection team, attending all rounds of interviews with potential providers, and attending 
all CTAG related meetings gave her the experience and skills that were beneficial during 
this study. Ms. Hulbert conducted this study so that other districts could benefit from the 
experiences of the six districts chosen for the pilot CTAG project should the project be 
taken to scale across the State of Colorado.  
Procedures 
Data collection/identification for the CTAG project; 
Impact of the CADI Report; 
Experience using outside providers in the past; 
Influence of provider self-reporting; 
Process for choosing a provider. 
The questions that were asked of each participant are listed Appendix A. 
Interviews were tape recorded and transcribed verbatim for accuracy.  This technique is 
recommended by Seidman (2006).  Interviews were coded to protect the anonymity of the 
participants which is a technique is recommended by Kvale (2007), Seidman (2006), and 
Rossman and Rallis (1998).  The results of the interviews were collected in a framework 
 
30 
that allowed for the same information to be gathered from each district for same-district 
analysis and cross-district analysis (Audet and d‟Amboise, 2001). 
 Documents included the CDE communications, the CADI report standards, the 
RFI from ESPs and demographic data.  These documents were collected as additional 
evidence for the purpose of triangulating the data within a district and across districts. 
 The CADI report standards included three overall standards and nine indicators 
which were: (a) Academic Performance indicators: curriculum, evaluation/assessment, 
and instruction; (b) Learning Environment indicators: school culture, family/community 
support, and professional growth; and (c) Organizational Effectiveness indicators: 
leadership, organizational structure, comprehensive, and effective planning.  The CADI 
standards and indicators were also used as the basis for interview questions asked by the 
researcher.  These standards and indicators were mirrored in the RFI used by CDE for 
ESPs to be included in the list of eligible contenders with whom to partner for the CTAG 
project. 
According to the RFI document, Comprehensive Service Providers had to score at 
a level 3 on the evaluation rubric in the areas of curriculum, assessment, instruction, 
leadership and comprehensive planning; to be considered for the list of ESPs for the 
CTAG project.  Other areas, such as district culture; student, family and community 
support; professional growth and staff evaluation; and organizational structure and 
resources, were scored on the evaluation rubric, however, there was no minimum score 
required (RFI document, 2008).  The highest scoring providers on the evaluation rubric 
with 110 points possible were invited to participate in the showcase in June of 2008. 
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 Eligibility requirements to be on the list of Closing the Achievement Gap 
Providers included:  
Data demonstrating effectiveness in increasing student academic achievement and 
closing race and income achievement gaps. 
Provide educational services that were consistent with state academic standards. 
Provide service and evaluation that is of high quality, research-based, and 
specifically designed to increase academic achievement and close 
achievement gaps. 
Be financially sound. 
Have procedures in place for termination of agreement. 
Provide instruction that is secular, neutral, and non-ideological. 
Meet all applicable Federal, State, and local health, safety, and civil rights 
laws(RFI document, 2008) 
Based on the criteria stated above, the seven providers selected for the showcase 
were considered well known and reputable.  It was assumed that the information each 
provided in the RFI was verifiable and truthful.  The information submitted by providers 
was considered their self-reporting on services they could deliver. 
Analysis of data. 
“Data analysis is the process of making sense out of the data” (Merriam, 1998, 
p.178).  Merriam further expounded, “meanings or understandings or insights constitute 
the findings of the study.  Findings can be in the form of organized descriptive accounts, 
themes, or categories that cut across the data” (p.178).  
 To begin analyzing the data, I first re-read all the interviews conducted to get the 
broad overview of the information obtained.  Next, I created a table that was organized 
by the categories of questions and the questions asked.  The participants‟ answers were 
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then cut and pasted into the table to have all the data in a common place for comparison 
of the interview within the same district and across districts 
Data analysis for this dissertation included descriptive accounts from the 
interviews conducted with district- and school-level school officials from the six districts 
involved in the CTAG project, examination of demographic data, and examination of 
CDE documents to understand the process of choosing an outside provider with whom to 
partner. 
After triangulating the sources of data, conclusions were drawn within the district 
and across the six districts.  Each district‟s story of its process for selecting a provider for 
the CTAG project was the descriptive account given in Chapter 4.  Interview comments 
were paraphrased and quoted directly to tell the story, from the perception of the 
participant, and demographic data and CDE documents were used to further explain the 
findings. 
The categories for analysis of the data and writing the findings in Chapter 4 were: 
(a) identification for the CTAG project; (b) influence of the CADI report; (c) experience 
working with outside providers; (d) provider self-reporting; and (e) process for selecting 
a provider. 
The conclusions drawn within and across districts were: (a) a similar process was 
used by all districts in the selection of its provider; (b) level of experience working with 
outside providers influenced the district‟s choice; (c) how the provider was a fit for the 
district influenced the district‟s choice; (d) provider self-reporting that had the greatest 
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and least influence in the selection of a provider; and (e) there were differences in the 
levels of stakeholder involvement in the process. 
Ethical Considerations 
Conducting research and collecting data in an ethical way must always be a 
critical component to the researcher: “Professional codes and federal regulations deal 
with issues common to all social science research – the protection of subjects from harm, 
the right to privacy, the notion of informed consent, and the issue of deception” 
(Merriam, 1998, p.213).  
Prior to making the proposal for this study, I took and passed an on-line test 
required by the University of Denver‟s Institutional Review Board Approval Process 
regarding the “Education Program For the Protection of Human Subjects in Research.” 
Passing the test, as well as the DU Institutional Review Board protocol, ensured that 
anonymity of participants was maintained, that there were no known risks involved in 
participating in the interviews, and that informed consent was obtained from all 
participants. 
In the interviews conducted with participants, I sought to be direct, straight 
forward, and honest about how the information would be used in my dissertation. 
Participants were told that they would remain anonymous and not be identified other than 
as a school-level or district-level employee of the district.  Also, because there were six 
districts involved with the CTAG project, personal identification of participants was 
further protected as districts were also identified in the findings as Districts A, B, C, D, E, 
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and F.  Documents were secured from the CDE website and also by attending CTAG 
meetings. 
Limitations 
There were limitations to this study.  First, the bias of the researcher, Dianna Rae 
Hulbert, must be considered, as I was an active participant in the process of  selecting the 
provider for Summit School district, and I was an observer and participant at CTAG 
meetings.  Secondly, the interviews for data collection were conducted a year after 
districts selected their provider, and participants would occasionally not remember 
specifics about the process.  Another limitation was the availability of school-level and 
district-level administrators for interviewing; however, a minimum of two participants 
from each district was achieved.  Duplication of this study might also be limited in the 
future if the state were to formalize and require a process for provider selection. 
Conclusion 
In conclusion, case study methodology, the use of interviews, demographic data, 
CDE documents, and the researcher‟s own experience were used for this research to 
explore the process of the selection of a provider by the six Colorado districts involved in 
the CTAG project.  Data gathered from interviews with the participants will be discussed 










Chapter 4: Findings 
Participants 
As described in the last chapter, I interviewed a minimum of 2 participants from 
each district involved in the CTAG project.  Participants were school-level and district-
level personnel who were directly involved in the selection of a provider for the CTAG 
project. All participants in this study agreed to participate in this study with the 
understanding that their identities would be protected. 
To further protect the identities of the participants, the districts will not be 
identified by name in the findings; rather, they will be identified as Districts A, B, C, D, 
E, and F.  I randomly assigned districts a letter to identify them by drawing the name of 
the district out of a cup.  The providers that were selected by the district will not be 
identified, again, to protect the identity of the participants. 
 Demographic data and CDE documents were obtained from the CDE website and 
from attending CTAG meetings.  To provide a common format for reporting the findings, 
I have divided the information gathered from each district into two sections: interview 
data and document data.  Interview data is separated into four categories: influence of the 
CADI report; experience working with outside providers; provider self-reporting; and 
process for selecting provider.  Document data is separated into two categories: 
identification for the CTAG project; and process for selecting a provider - timeline data. 
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The rationale for reporting findings in this way was to help the researcher and the reader 
track the responses within a district and across districts.  
District A 
Document data. 
Identification for the CTAG project. 
District A was identified for the CTAG project because of an achievement gap 
between 25% and 38% in reading and math performance on the CSAP between White 
and minority students and students of poverty and non-poverty, which exceeded the state 
achievement gap (CDE website). 
Process for selecting a provider—timeline data. 
The timeline from the initiation of the CTAG project to implementation was 7 
months: “In April of 2008, districts were invited to attend meetings to discuss the 
opportunity to partner with CDE in addressing their identified gaps” (CDE, 2008).  In 
May of 2008, District A participated in a CADI review. 
 In June of 2008, a team of directors from District A attended the two-day 
showcase of seven providers and selected three finalists for a second round of interviews.  
The selection of providers attending the showcase was determined by the CDE after 
receiving RFI proposals from ESPs, which were submitted to the CDE by March 31, 
2008.  The RFI was a 27-page document based upon the standards and indicators of the 
CADI report and the responses were rated using a rubric.  The highest scoring providers 
based upon the rubric were invited to the showcase held in Denver. 
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 Representatives from District A attended presentations by all seven providers 
selected by the CDE through the RFI process and chose three providers to come to their 
district for a second round of interviews.  By August of 2008, District A had conducted 
the second round of interviews, selected a provider, and started writing its comprehensive 
plan for the CTAG project.  A draft of the plan and budget was submitted to the CDE by 
the end of August, 2008.  The draft plan and budget were reviewed by the CDE in 
September of 2008 and feedback was provided to the district.  Plans and budgets were 
approved in October of 2008 and project implementation was started in November of 
2008 (CDE, 2008). 
Interview data. 
District A was one of the larger districts chosen for the CTAG project and 
because of its size and the limited amount of funding (a minimum of $300,000 a year for 
3 years) it focused the project on target schools.  However, participants interviewed made 
it clear that the learning from the CTAG project was being shared with other building 
administrators and central office personnel to help effect long-term change in the district. 
As the district entered the second year of the CTAG project it had identified two 
additional schools to be included, which complete a feeder pattern from elementary to 
middle school to high school.  Participants identified this as an improvement over the 
first year of the project, when only secondary schools were identified.  School officials 
interviewed were also concerned about the minority and poverty graduation rate, and this 
was also an identified indicator by the state. 
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Influence of the CADI report. 
Experience working with outside providers.  Participants reported that the district 
had experience working with outside providers, mainly as consultants or specialized 
professional development trainers.  All participants emphasized that this was the first 
time they had engaged with a provider for systemic change.  The participants identified 
seven providers they had worked with previously. 
The degree of individual experience working with providers varied between the 
participants.  One participant had significant experience working with providers when 
working for a previous district and according to the interviews this was significant in the 
selection of their provider. 
Participants interviewed emphasized that they were looking for a provider that 
was a “fit” for their district, not a provider who would come into the district and insist 
upon changing effective initiatives that were already in place.  
Provider self-reporting. 
Participants interviewed stated that provider self-reporting on services they could 
provide in the areas of curriculum, assessment, and instruction were significant in their 
final choice of a provider.  One participant said the data the providers were able to share 
regarding student improvement using their interventions was especially impressive and 
made a difference in the selection.  
One participant identified the alignment of the provider‟s resources for 
curriculum, assessment, and instruction as a key factor in the selection.  In addition to 
resources, the provider the district selected articulated what coaching would look like and 
 
39 
how their work would support the classroom teacher; this was another selling point for 
the participants interviewed. 
Participants interviewed stated that provider self-reporting on services they could 
provide in the areas of leadership were also very important in the selection of the 
provider.  One participant stated, “this was the trump card for us, we were already 
working on curriculum, assessment, and instruction alignment, and we were really 
looking for systemic change.  I would say having both, having that one (leadership 
training) was really the trump.” 
Opinions varied among participants as to the extent of provider self-reporting on 
services they could provide in the areas of district culture, student, family, and 
community support, and their selection of a provider.  There were at least two aspects to 
district culture that should be considered; first, the inclusion of students and families from 
diverse backgrounds and socio-economic status into the district; and second, the culture 
of the district that is created by the interactions and actions of the administrators, 
teachers, and other adults working with students.  Providers and districts mostly focused 
on the first aspect, inclusion in the district, rather than the second, the culture of the 
district as created by the people in the system.  One participant felt that this component 
was “enormous,” whereas another participant felt it ranked third, behind curriculum, 
assessment, and instruction and the leadership work. 
Participants interviewed were varied on the significance that the self- reporting 
providers did on services they could provide in the areas of professional growth had on 
their choice.  One participant said “professional growth was the biggest because staff 
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development was the focus of their work because of the coaching piece; we were highly 
interested in that.”  Another participant ranked professional development second to 
curriculum, assessment, and instruction.  
None of the participants interviewed considered provider self-reporting on staff 
evaluation resources as being significant. 
Some of the participants interviewed considered the provider self- reporting on 
organization structure and resources as fairly significant.  One participant considered the 
intervention materials available from the provider as a plus in the selection of the 
provider. 
Process for selecting a provider. 
More school personnel were involved in the second round of interviews, including 
principals, assistant principals, teachers, coordinators, and school board members.  Again, 
the team had a set of questions prepared to ask providers and the questions were focused 
on instruction, language acquisition, and leadership.  
After the second round of interviews all participants did plus/deltas on the three 
providers and each person attending the interviews was asked to rank the three providers 
based on the criteria provided for instruction, language acquisition, and leadership 
training. From this process one provider was identified as the favorite. 
The recommended provider was brought forward to another team within the 
district, where the final selection of a provider was made. The recommended provider 




Participants interviewed from District A were looking for a provider who could 
offer strong support in curriculum, instruction and assessment, and leadership training for 
systemic change.  Services that could be provided in areas of professional growth ranked 
second.  
Other services that could be provided in the areas of district culture, student, 
family, community support, and staff evaluation, and organization structure and resources 
were less significant in the final selection of a provider according to the participants 
interviewed.  Participants relied on provider self-reporting in the RIF and through their 
interviews with the provider as evidence of these services. 
The process for choosing a provider was formal.  A team of district-level and 
school-level personnel was identified and had prepared questions and goals to keep in 
mind during the first and second round of interviews with the providers.  The final 
process of selection involved ranking the providers and seeking final approval with 
another district-level group. 
The number of people involved in the process varied.  During the first round of 
interviews, a small group of people was involved.  A larger, more inclusive group of 
district-level and school-level personnel, school board members, and teachers were 
involved in the second round of interviews and in sending on a recommendation to a 
smaller team for final selection. 
Participants interviewed indicated they were satisfied with their process and their 





Identification for the CTAG project. 
District B was chosen for the CTAG project because of an achievement gap 
ranging from over 30% to 50% between Hispanic students and poverty students in 
reading and math as compared to White students and non-poverty students.  This gap 
exceeded the state achievement gap in reading and math for Hispanic students and 
students of poverty as compared to White students and non-poverty students (CDE, 
2008).  District B was one of the smaller districts chosen for the CTAG project and as a 
result of its size and number of schools, this was a whole district project. 
Process for selecting a provider—timeline data. 
The timeline from the initiation of the CTAG project to implementation was 7 
months: “In April of 2008, districts were invited to attend meetings to discuss the 
opportunity to partner with the CDE in addressing their identified gaps” (CDE, 2008).  In 
May of 2008, District B participated in a CADI review. 
 In June of 2008, a team of administrators from District B attended the two-day 
showcase of seven providers and selected three finalists for a second round of interviews.  
The selection of providers attending the showcase was determined by the CDE after 
receiving RFI proposals from ESPs, which were submitted to the CDE by March 31, 
2008.  The RFI was a 27-page document based upon the standards and indicators of the 
CADI report and the responses were rated using a rubric. The highest scoring providers 
based upon the rubric were invited to the showcase held in Denver. 
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 Representatives from District B attended presentations by all seven providers 
selected by the CDE through the RFI process and chose two providers to come to their 
district for a second round of interviews.  By August of 2008, District B had conducted 
the second round of interviews, selected a provider, and started writing its comprehensive 
plan for the CTAG project.  A draft of the plan and budget was submitted to the CDE by 
the end of August, 2008.  The draft plan and budget were reviewed by the CDE in 
September of 2008 and feedback was provided to the district.  Plans and budgets were 
approved in October of 2008 and project implementation was started in November of 
2008 (CDE, 2008). 
Interview data. 
Influence of the CADI report. 
Participants expressed that the CADI report did have an impact on their selection 
of a provider.  All participants stated that the CADI report identified district strengths and 
weaknesses and helped the district select a provider that would help it address its 
weaknesses without compromising strengths in programs and interventions that were 
already in place. 
Experience working with outside providers. 
One participant interviewed had previous experience working with a 
comprehensive provider as an administrator in another state.  This participant stated that 
experience with the previous provider definitely influenced his decision because it was a 
positive experience and he saw similarities with the provider chosen.  This participant 
also stated that he shared his previous experiences with the team that made the final 
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selection of a provider.  Other participants interviewed had limited experience working 
with providers other than consultants and providers for some professional development 
for specific programs. 
Provider self-reporting. 
All participants interviewed stated that provider self-reporting on services they 
could provide in the areas of curriculum, assessment, and instruction was significant in 
their final choice of a provider.  One participant said, 
I would say that was probably the biggest thing we were looking for. We wanted 
curriculum alignment, which is part of the professional learning communities and 
we wanted someone to come in to help us do it right.  We wanted some kind of a 
common assessment and we wanted someone that could provide strategies for our 
teachers which was the influence on instruction. 
Another participant interviewed stated that the longitudinal data one provider 
presented that showed the results it was getting in other schools and districts to close the 
achievement gap was significant and influenced the decision. 
Participants interviewed stated that provider self-reporting on services they could 
provide in the areas of leadership was important, but not as significant as the curriculum, 
instruction, and assessment support providers could offer.  None of the participants 
interviewed commented on the self-reporting providers did concerning comprehensive 
and effective planning as important to their decision.  Participants interviewed agreed that 
provider self-reporting on services they could provide in the areas of district culture, 
student, family, and community support had somewhat or little influence on their 
selection of a provider.  There were at least two aspects to district culture that should be 
considered; first, the inclusion of students and families from diverse backgrounds and 
socio-economic status into the district; and second, the culture of the district that is 
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created by the interactions and actions of the administrators, teachers, and other adults 
working with students.  Providers and districts mostly focused on the first aspect, 
inclusion in the district, rather than the second, the culture of the district as created by the 
people in the system.    
Participants interviewed agreed that provider self-reporting on services providers 
could provide in the areas of professional growth was significant in their selection.  One 
participant stated, “I would say that was a strong selling point that they [the provider] 
pushed, that was something that our leadership team was excited about, the additional 
professional development and having them [the provider] in the district to give that 
professional development.” 
None of the participants interviewed said self-reporting from providers about staff 
evaluation or organizational structure and resources had any influence on their selection. 
Process for selecting a provider. 
One participant interviewed said the team from the district went to the first round 
of interviews not knowing what to expect, and after completing the second interview, the 
team met and determined what they were looking for in a provider.  At this point during 
the first round of interviews, the team clarified its focus and decided the provider would 
need to be someone that would work with the district to continue good things they 
already had in place.  
The second round of interviews included more district-level and school-level 
personnel and the CADI team chair.  The team had a list of questions for the two 
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providers selected which included a focus on Professional Learning Communities and 
assessment, which had been identified as the top two priorities for the district.  
According to the participants interviewed, after the two providers made their 
presentations and the team asked them their prepared questions, the team spent up to 3 
hours discussing the merits of the providers before making their final selection.  The final 
selection of the provider was a unanimous choice by the team and the recommendation 
was then taken to the School Board for approval.  
Summary. 
Participants interviewed in District B were looking for a provider with strong 
services in curriculum, instruction, and assessment as their priority.  Leadership services 
and professional development, primarily for teachers, were ranked second, with other 
services being less significant.  Participants relied on provider self-reporting in the RIF 
and through their interviews with the provider as evidence of these services. 
The process for choosing a provider began informally and became more formal 
during the first round of interviews.  The district had a formal set of questions for the 
second round of interviews.  The final process for the selection of the provider included a 
discussion by the team and a unanimous choice of the provider.  
The number of people involved in the process varied.  A small team went to the 
first round of interviews.  More of the administrative team was involved in the second 
round of interviews and the final selection.  The process did not include School Board 
members or parents.  The School Board did approve the recommendation for the final 
selection of the provider.  
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Participants interviewed indicated they were satisfied with their process and their 
selection of a provider for the CTAG project.  
District C 
Document data. 
Identification for the CTAG project. 
District C was chosen for the CTAG project because of an achievement gap 
ranging from over 35% to over 50% between Hispanic students and poverty students in 
reading and math as compared to White students and non-poverty students.  This gap 
exceeded the state achievement gap in reading and math for Hispanic students and 
students of poverty compared to White students and non-poverty students (CDE, 2008).  
District C was one of the smaller districts chosen for the CTAG project, and as a result of 
its size and number of schools, this was a whole district project. 
Process for selecting a provider—timeline data. 
The timeline from the initiation of the CTAG project to implementation was 7 
months: “In April of 2008, districts were invited to attend meetings to discuss the 
opportunity to partner with the CDE in addressing their identified gaps” (CDE, 2008).  In 
May of 2008, District C participated in a CADI review. 
 In June of 2008, a team of district-level and school-level administrators from 
District C attended the two-day showcase of seven providers and selected three finalists 
for a second round of interview.  The selection of providers attending the showcase was 
determined by the CDE after receiving RFI proposals from ESPs, which were submitted 
to the CDE by March 31, 2008.  The RFI was a 27-page document based upon the 
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standards and indicators of the CADI report and the responses were rated using a rubric.  
The highest scoring providers based upon the rubric were invited to the showcase held in 
Denver. 
 Representatives from District C attended presentations by all seven providers 
selected by the CDE through the RFI process and chose three providers to come to their 
district for a second round of interviews. 
 By August of 2008, District C had conducted the second round of interviews, 
selected a provider, and started writing its comprehensive plan for the CTAG project.  A 
draft of the plan and budget was submitted to the CDE by the end of August, 2008.  The 
draft plan and budget was reviewed by the CDE in September of 2008 and feedback was 
provided to the district.  Plans and budgets were approved in October of 2008 and project 
implementation was started in November of 2008 (CDE, 2008). 
Interview Data. 
Influence of the CADI report. 
District C did not have the results of their CADI report until after the first round 
of interviews with providers.  The unpacking of the CADI report did occur before the 
second round of interviews.  When asked if the CADI report was significant in the choice 
of their provider, participants interviewed said it was influential, particularly the 
information gathered about the needs of the ELL students in the district and looking at 
the district‟s delivery of instruction to ELL students.  
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Experience working with outside providers. 
Participants interviewed stated that the district had some previous experience 
working with outside providers but not in an on-going basis as a partnership.  The district 
had previously contracted with various consultants and professional development 
providers depending upon specific needs.  
The degree of individual experience working with providers varied among the 
participants.  One individual on the team for the selection of the provider had a great deal 
of experience working with a well known organization that provided a framework for 
curriculum, instruction, and assessment.  The other participants on the team had some 
experience working with providers in this district and in previous districts.  The district 
had worked with one of the providers for leadership training in previous years. 
Participants interviewed had experiences working with one or more of the providers 
chosen by the CDE, and they all stated this influenced their selection of the provider for 
the district.  
Provider self-reporting. 
Participants interviewed stated that the provider selected had brought a “map” to 
the second round of interviews that provided specifics about all the services they could 
provide that were included in the categories of self-reporting from the RIF from the CDE.  
In addition to having their services mapped out the provider selected brought the team 
that would be assigned to the district for the project, which according to the participants 
interviewed, had a huge impact on the selection of that provider. 
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Participants interviewed stated that provider self-reporting on services they could 
provide in the areas of curriculum, instruction, and assessment, was significant in the 
selection of the provider.  Aligning the curriculum to state standards and improving 
instruction in the classroom for ELL students were top priorities for the district. 
Assessment was also important to the district, but without an aligned curriculum, it would 
have to be delayed during the initial work.  
Provider self-reporting in the areas of leadership and comprehensive and effective 
planning influenced the selection of the provider to a great degree.  One participant 
interviewed said, “The map showed there was specific leadership development, and I 
believe there was an entire thread of planning that they had mapped out for us that 
influenced our decision.”  Leadership support and training was considered a key 
component for systemic change for the district.  
Participants interviewed did not feel self-reporting by the provider about services 
they could provide in the areas of district culture, student, family, and community support 
influenced the selection of the provider significantly.  There were at least two aspects to 
district culture that should be considered; first, the inclusion of students and families from 
diverse backgrounds and socio-economic status into the district; and second, the culture 
of the district that is created by the interactions and actions of the administrators, 
teachers, and other adults working with students.  Providers and districts mostly focused 
on the first aspect, inclusion in the district, rather than the second, the culture of the 
district as created by the people in the system.  One participant stated that it was an 
understanding within the district that this was an area for which the district itself would 
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be responsible during the project, and that although these influences were important, the 
district was not relying upon the provider for these services.  
Provider self-reporting on services they could provide in the area of professional 
growth did have a significant influence on the selection of the provider, as the district 
considered professional growth at the heart of improving instruction.  One participant 
also said that the provider‟s services for professional development fit with the district‟s 
philosophy of professional development, which was a positive influence upon the 
selection of the provider.  
Provider self-reporting on services they could provide for staff evaluation and 
organizational structure and resources were not significant according to the participants 
interviewed, because the district had done extensive work on revising its evaluation 
process and tool within the last 2 years.  
Process for selecting a provider. 
According to participants the district sent a team to the first round of interviews 
that consisted of district-level and school-level administrators.  The team did not have a 
set of questions; rather they followed the process the CDE provided, which included 
presentations by all seven providers and scoring rubrics. One participant interviewed 
stated that the process was “we listened to all the presentations and narrowed it down to 
three.” 
Participants stated that the focus for the district in the second round of interviews 
and selecting a provider involved finding a “fit” for the district and a provider who would 
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recognize and coordinate with several initiatives the district was already putting into 
place.  
For the second round of interviews, all three providers were invited to the district 
and the interview team included more district-level and school-level administrators, 
school board members, teachers, parents, and the CADI team chair.  A set of questions 
had been sent to the three providers selected and the providers gave presentations based 
upon the questions. 
After the presentations from the three providers, the team debriefed pros and cons, 
pluses and minuses, from the three presentations as to who should be the provider 
selected.  From this discussion, it became evident that one provider seemed to be 
preferred over the other two.  The superintendent asked that participants in the process 
hold up the folder of the provider they felt would be best suited for the district.  All 
members of the team held up the same folder, making the selection of the provider 
unanimous.  The recommended provider was approved by the School Board.  
Summary. 
District C was successful in selecting a provider within the timeline and process 
dictated by the CDE.  This timeline and process included: accepting the invitation to 
partner with the CDE and an outside provider; participating in the CADI review; 
attending the showcase of providers and following the CDE procedures for narrowing the 
field from seven to three; conducting a second round of interviews; writing and 




Participants interviewed from District C were looking for a provider who would 
support and coordinate with initiatives the district was already putting into place, help 
align the curriculum to state standards, and improve the quality of instruction in the 
classroom.  In addition, leadership support and training was a component the district was 
looking for from the provider to guide the district through systemic change.  Professional 
growth and development was also regarded as a significant component in the selection of 
the provider.  
Other services, such as district culture and staff evaluation were not considered 
priorities in the selection of the provider.  Participants interviewed felt these components 
were the district‟s responsibility and could be addressed by the district.  Participants 
relied on provider self-reporting in the RIF and through their interviews with the provider 
as evidence of these services. 
The process of selecting the provider was informal for the first round of 
interviews and became formal for the second round of interviews.  The final selection of 
a provider included debriefing pros and cons about the three finalists and a unanimous 
decision for the provider selected 
The number of people involved varied between the first and second round 
interviews.  A small team was involved in the first round of interviews and a large team, 
including many stakeholders within the district, was involved in the second round of 
interviews and in the final selection of the provider.  The recommended provider was 
approved by the School Board. 
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Participants interviewed indicated they were satisfied with their process and their 
selection of a provider for the CTAG project.  
District D 
Document data. 
Identification for the CTAG project. 
District D was chosen for the CTAG project because of an achievement gap 
ranging from over 25% between Hispanic students and poverty students in reading and 
math as compared to White students and non-poverty students.  This gap exceeded the 
state achievement gap in reading and math for Hispanic students and students of poverty 
compared to White students and non-poverty students (CDE, 2008).  
District D was one of the largest districts chosen for the CTAG project and as a 
result of its size and the limited amount of funding (a minimum of $300,000 a year for 3 
years), it focused the project on target schools.  
Although the project was limited to targeted schools because of funding, 
participants interviewed stressed that the lessons learned from the target schools involved 
in the CTAG project would be shared with all schools in the district. 
Process for selecting a provider—timeline data. 
The timeline from the initiation of the CTAG project to implementation was 7 
months: “In April of 2008, districts were invited to attend meetings to discuss the 
opportunity to partner with the CDE in addressing their identified gaps” (CDE, 2008).  
District D did not participate in a CADI review, with the permission from the CDE, 
because they had participated in a similar process within the last 2 years. 
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 In June of 2008, a team of district-level and school-level administrators from 
District D attended the two-day showcase of seven providers and selected three finalists 
for a second round of interviews.  The selection of providers attending the showcase was 
determined by the CDE after receiving RFI proposals from ESPs, which were submitted 
to the CDE by March 31, 2008.  The RFI was a 27-page document based upon the 
standards and indicators of the CADI report and the responses were rated using a rubric.  
The highest scoring providers based upon the rubric were invited to the showcase held in 
Denver. 
 Representatives from District D attended presentations by all seven providers 
selected by the CDE through the RFI process and chose three providers to come to their 
district for a second round of interviews. 
 By August of 2008, District D had conducted the second round of interviews, 
selected a provider, and started writing its comprehensive plan for the CTAG project.  A 
draft of the plan and budget was submitted to the CDE by the end of August, 2008.  The 
draft plan and budget were reviewed by the CDE in September of 2008 and feedback was 
provided to the district.  Plans and budgets were approved in October of 2008, and 
project implementation was started in November of 2008 (CDE, 2008). 
Interview data. 
Influence of the CADI report. 
District D did not participate in a CADI review at the start of the project because 
the district had previously gone through a comprehensive review less than 2 years before.  
This was a difference in the process outlined by the CDE. District officials believed that 
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the information they had from the previous review would be sufficient for them to write a 
plan and to participate in the CTAG project.  The district did conduct an internal audit 
consisting of approximately 30 people and a leadership team that looked at similar 
documents as a CADI review.  In addition to the internal audit, the district brought in an 
outside resource to conduct an audit of every math classroom in the district, because math 
was identified as the greatest area of need in the district.  Participants‟ opinions varied on 
how much influence the previous review, the internal review, and the math audit had on 
the selection of a provider.  One participant interviewed stated, 
I don‟t think it had that much of an impact: we were so targeted in our district 
reform process, we knew that the next step that we needed to focus on was the 
secondary schools.  We knew that we were intently after a formative assessment 
structure that would be meaningful in order to progress monitor our students 
through intervention and support structures that we were putting into place. 
All participants interviewed concurred that the formative assessment focus was a priority 
in selecting a provider. 
Experience working with outside providers. 
Participants reported that their district had previous experience working with 
outside providers before the CTAG project.  Some of the providers the district had 
worked with before had been included in the first round of interviews set up by the CDE.  
All of the participants interviewed had worked with outside providers before, and the 
experience of working with outside providers did influence the selection of their 
provider. 
Provider self-reporting. 
Participants interviewed stated that provider self-reporting on services they could 
provide in the area of assessment, in particular formative assessment, was the most 
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influential factor in the selection of their provider.  Curriculum and instruction were 
important also, but not to the degree of assessment.  The provider selected by the district 
had resources available to help deliver the curriculum, and this was a selling point for one 
participant.  
Provider self-reporting in the areas of leadership and comprehensive and effective 
planning also influenced the district‟s choice of a provider.  The participants interviewed 
said the provider‟s track record of results in other districts for closing the achievement 
gap influenced their decision, as did the support and training of leadership in the 
interpretation and use of data.  
Participants‟ opinions were mixed on providers self-reporting on the services they 
could provide in the areas of culture, student, family, and community support.  There 
were at least two aspects to district culture that should be considered; first, the inclusion 
of students and families from diverse backgrounds and socio-economic status into the 
district; and second, the culture of the district that is created by the interactions and 
actions of the administrators, teachers, and other adults working with students.  Providers 
and districts mostly focused on the first aspect, inclusion in the district, rather than the 
second, the culture of the district as created by the people in the system.  One participant 
interviewed said self-reporting on services in the areas of culture, student, family, and 
community support had no impact at all, other participants stated that this self-reporting 
really did influence the selection of a provider to help close the achievement gap because 




Provider self-reporting on services they could provide in the areas of professional 
growth had an influence on the selection of a provider for this district.  Participants 
interviewed rated the influence of services the provider could give from “some” to 
“greatly” in the selection of the provider.  Participants agreed that services that could be 
provided in staff evaluation, and organization structure and resources had little influence 
on the selection of their provider.  
Process for selecting a provider. 
The first round of interviews was scheduled by the CDE in June of 2008.  The 
CDE sent out a request for information and had selected seven participants for the first 
round of interviews with districts.  Districts were instructed to choose a minimum of two 
providers to interview during a second round.  Districts then selected their provider based 
on the previous two rounds of interviews. 
The district sent a team of three people to the first round of interviews.  Prior to 
attending the interviews, a needs assessment was conducted with teachers, principals, and 
other district staff, and the team met to determine the district‟s needs and the next steps 
for the district.  The team determined that a formative assessment system was the priority. 
One participant said, “We were intentional and targeted.  As we listened to each 
provider‟s presentation we made sure we asked the significant questions about our 
district‟s improvement needs.”  
The original team of 30 that were involved with the internal audit was involved in 
the second round of interviews.  This team included the administrative team, members of 
the school board, school-level administrators, and parents.  The group listened to the 
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presentations from the providers and asked questions.  This group gave feedback as to 
who they thought would be the best provider for the district. 
For the final selection of the provider, the recommendation from the team 
involved in the second round of interviews was sent back to a smaller group that met with 
the recommended provider “in order to make sure they could meet our needs as defined 
by the group and that they would be able to transform their model and we could pick and 
choose the pieces we wanted.”  The school board approved the recommended provider. 
Summary.   
Participants interviewed from District D were looking for a provider who could 
offer an effective assessment system, primarily a formative assessment system, focused 
on progress monitoring.  Leadership support and training and professional growth were 
also important to this district.  Opinions were mixed regarding services for district 
culture, student, family, and community support, some saw it as very important, and 
others as not at all important.  Participants relied on provider self-reporting in the RIF and 
through their interviews with the provider as evidence of these services. 
The process District D used to select their provider was formal.  They had a 
specific focus, assessment, as the priority when they conducted the first and second 
rounds of interviews.  The number of people involved in the process of the selection of 
the provider varied, moving from small group to large group, then back to a small group. 
District D involved all stakeholders, administrators, teachers, board members, and parents 
in the process at different times.  
 
60 
Participants interviewed indicated they were satisfied with their process and their 
selection of a provider for the CTAG project.  
District E 
Document data. 
Identification for the CTAG project. 
District E was chosen for the CTAG project because of an achievement gap 
ranging from 20% to 45% between Hispanic students and poverty students in reading and 
math as compared to White students and non-poverty students.  This gap exceeded the 
state achievement gap in reading and math for Hispanic students and students of poverty 
compared to White students and non-poverty students (CDE, 2008).  
District E was one of the medium-sized districts chosen for the CTAG project and 
it was able to make this a district project, including all schools at all levels, elementary 
and secondary. 
Process for selecting a provider—timeline data. 
The timeline from the initiation of the CTAG project to implementation was 7 
months: “In April of 2008, districts were invited to attend meetings to discuss the 
opportunity to partner with the CDE in addressing their identified gaps” (CDE, 2008).  In 
May of 2008, District E participated in a CADI review. 
 In June of 2008, a team of district-level administrators from District E attended 
the two-day showcase of seven providers and selected three finalists for a second round 
of interview.  The selection of providers attending the showcase was determined by the 
CDE after receiving RFI proposals from ESPs, which were submitted to the CDE by 
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March 31, 2008. The RFI was a 27-page document based upon the standards and 
indicators of the CADI report and the responses were rated using a rubric.  The highest 
scoring providers based upon the rubric were invited to the showcase held in Denver. 
 Representatives from District E attended presentations by all seven providers 
selected by the CDE through the RFI process and chose three providers to come to their 
district for a second round of interviews. 
 By August of 2008, District E had conducted the second round of interviews, 
selected a provider, and started writing its comprehensive plan for the CTAG project.  A 
draft of the plan and budget was submitted to the CDE by the end of August, 2008. The 
draft plan and budget were reviewed by the CDE in September of 2008 and feedback was 
provided to the district. Plans and budgets were approved in October of 2008, and project 
implementation was started in November of 2008 (CDE, 2008). 
Interview data. 
Influence of the CADI report. 
When asked if the CADI report was significant in the choice of their provider, the 
participants interviewed had mixed opinions.  One participant said the CADI process 
clearly identified the needs of ELL students, and that teachers had the desire to help these 
students, but lacked the skills.  This participant felt that those findings helped them target 
a provider who could provide professional development services specific to ELL 
students.  Another participant did not think the CADI report was a huge factor, but 
thought that it did influence the selection of a provider in regard to the leadership 
component around which the provider could provide support and training.  All 
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participants agreed the formative assessment system the provider could provide was 
greatly influential in their selection. 
Experience working with outside providers. 
Participants interviewed reported that the district had experience working with 
outside providers on large and small scales. District E had been involved with a 
comprehensive reform focusing on teacher instruction in the classroom and teacher 
collaboration for the last 10 years.  District E had also used outside providers for 
specialized professional development for various programs it had implemented.  
All participants interviewed who were involved in the selection of the provider 
had experience working with outside providers as described previously, and the 
participants interviewed said those experiences definitely influenced their selection of a 
provider.  
Provider self-reporting. 
Participants interviewed from District E said that provider self-reporting in the 
areas of curriculum, instruction, and assessment was a huge influence on their choice of a 
provider.  Primarily, because the district had been engaged in a reform effort focused on 
classroom instruction for several years, it prioritized a formative assessment system as 
key to its next steps in improving student achievement.  
Participants stated that provider self-reporting in the areas of leadership, and 
comprehensive and effective planning had very little influence on their decision.  All 
participants agreed that leadership training and support was a consideration; however, the 
services the provider offered did not sway the decision.  
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All participants said that provider self-reporting in the areas of district culture, 
student, family, and community support had no influence on the district‟s choice of a 
provider.  There were at least two aspects to district culture that should be considered; 
first, the inclusion of students and families from diverse backgrounds and socio-economic 
status into the district; and second, the culture of the district that is created by the 
interactions and actions of the administrators, teachers, and other adults working with 
students.  Providers and districts mostly focused on the first aspect, inclusion in the 
district, rather than the second, the culture of the district as created by the people in the 
system. 
In the area of professional growth, provider self-reporting was a significant 
influence on the selection of the provider for District E, according to participants 
interviewed.  However, staff evaluation and organization structure and resources had 
little influence on the selection of the provider.  
Process for selecting a provider. 
For the first round of interviews, the participants said they reviewed the 
information the seven providers provided, and a team of three was sent to Denver for the 
interviews.  After the presentation and interview with each provider, the team met and 
had informal conversations about the provider.  The team specifically considered during 
the interviews how thoroughly the provider had done their homework on the district and 
what the provider knew about the district. This team selected three providers for the 
second round of interviews. 
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The team from the first round of interviews brought back information and shared 
it with a decision-making team, which included other district administrators.  The 
decision-making team interviewed the three providers, charted provider responses on a 
spreadsheet, and the responses were ranked according to categories of services they could 
offer.  At the end of the interviews, the team debriefed and ranked the services the 
providers could offer in relation to what the district had identified as priorities.  
The final selection of the provider, according to the participants interviewed, was 
based on what the provider offered that would coordinate with current district initiatives 
and had a strong formative assessment component.  The decision-making team made this 
decision, and the recommended provider was approved by the School Board.  
Summary. 
Participants interviewed from District E were looking for a provider who would 
coordinate with current district initiatives and programs, provide an effective formative 
assessment system, and provide professional development for teachers working with ELL 
students.  Other services the provider could offer were less important in the selection of 
the provider.  Participants relied on provider self-reporting in the RIF and through their 
interviews with the provider as evidence of these services. 
The process of selecting a provider started as informal and became more formal in 
the second round of interviews.  The number of people involved in the process of 
selecting the provider was limited to the administrative team.  Participants interviewed 
indicated they were satisfied with their process and their selection of a provider for the 





Identification for the CTAG project. 
District F was chosen for the CTAG project because of an achievement gap 
ranging from 20% to 50% between Hispanic students and poverty students in reading and 
math as compared to White students and non-poverty students.  This gap exceeded the 
state achievement gap in reading and math for Hispanic students and students of poverty 
compared to White and non-poverty students (CDE, 2008).  
District F was one of the medium-sized districts chosen for the CTAG project, 
and this was a whole-district project, including all schools at all levels.  
Process for selecting a provider—timeline data. 
The timeline from the initiation of the CTAG project to implementation was 7 
months: “In April of 2008, districts were invited to attend meetings to discuss the 
opportunity to partner with the CDE in addressing their identified gaps” (CDE, 2008). In 
May of 2008, District F participated in a CADI review. 
 In June of 2008, a team of district-level and school-level administrators from 
District F attended the two-day showcase of seven providers and selected three finalists 
for a second round of interviews.  The selection of providers attending the showcase was 
determined by the CDE after receiving RFI proposals from ESPs, which were submitted 
to the CDE by March 31, 2008. The RFI was a 27-page document based upon the 
standards and indicators of the CADI report and the responses were rated using a rubric. 
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The highest scoring providers based upon the rubric were invited to the showcase held in 
Denver. 
 Representatives from District F attended presentations by all seven providers 
selected by the CDE through the RFI process and chose three providers to come to their 
district for a second round of interviews. 
 By August of 2008, District F had conducted the second round of interviews, 
selected a provider, and started writing its comprehensive plan for the CTAG project.  A 
draft of the plan and budget was submitted to the CDE by the end of August 2008.  The 
draft plan and budget were reviewed by the CDE in September of 2008, and feedback 
was provided to the district.  Plans and budgets were approved in October of 2008, and 
project implementation was started in November of 2008 (CDE, 2008). 
Interview data.   
Influence of the CADI report. 
Participants had mixed opinions on whether the CADI review influenced their 
choice of provider.  One participant said it had none, and another participant said it had 
an impact on the whole project, from setting the goals for the project to the selection of 
the provider based on those goals and through the planning for the project.  
Experience working with outside providers. 
All of the participants interviewed who were involved in the process of selecting 
the provider had experience working with outside providers and said those experiences 
influenced their decision.  According to the participants, the district had experience 
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working with outside providers for professional development, but had not worked with 
outside providers to the extent that the CTAG project demanded. 
The experiences the participants had working with outside providers individually 
and as a district did influence the final selection of the provider.  One participant said,  
One of the things we were looking for was a provider that was interested in 
working with us to understand who we were and what we were and then working 
with us in a way that would meet our needs as opposed to bringing in a canned, 
this is what we do whether it meets your needs or not, program. 
Another participant reported that the district had done a lot of internal work using 
the selected provider‟s resources and research, which was a factor in their selection.  
Provider self-reporting. 
Participants reported that provider self-reporting on the services they could 
provide in the areas of curriculum, instruction, and assessment were very influential in 
their selection of a provider.  Provider self-reporting in the areas of leadership, and 
comprehensive and effective planning were  also very influential in District F‟s selection 
of a provider, according to the participants interviewed.   
Participants interviewed did not think that provider self-reporting in the areas of 
district culture, student, family, and community support had much influence on the 
district‟s choice of a provider.  There were at least two aspects to district culture that 
should be considered; first, the inclusion of students and families from diverse 
backgrounds and socio-economic status into the district; and second, the culture of the 
district that is created by the interactions and actions of the administrators, teachers, and 
other adults working with students.  Providers and districts mostly focused on the first 
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aspect, inclusion in the district, rather than the second, the culture of the district as 
created by the people in the system.  
Participants interviewed said provider self-reporting in the areas of professional 
growth, staff evaluation, and organization structure and resources had a significant 
influence on their district‟s decision. 
Process for selecting a provider. 
The first round of interviews was scheduled by the CDE in June of 2008.  The 
CDE sent out a request for information and had selected seven participants for the first 
round of interviews with districts.  Districts were instructed to choose a minimum of two 
providers to interview during a second round.  Districts then selected their provider based 
on the previous two rounds of interviews. 
District F selected a group of school-level administrators and teachers to attend 
the first round of interviews.  Before the team left for the interviews, it met with district-
level administrators and other school personnel to discuss the priorities for the district 
and what qualities the provider would have to be the best match.  The group decided it 
was looking for a provider with a wide range of offerings because the district “had a 
pretty wide range of things to fix.”  It was also important to the district that they get the 
best team available from the provider to work with them.  
According to the participants, prior to the second round of interviews, the 
administrators met and identified some key factors they thought the district would need 
from the provider to meet the needs of the district.  During the second round of 
interviews, all levels of district and building administrators and teacher representatives 
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listened to the provider presentations and asked questions.  All participants used a 
common for to record responses from the providers.  After the interviews, they compiled 
the responses, discussed what they thought about the different providers, and ranked the 
providers.  The group was split after the second round of interviews and the process went 
back to the administrative team for the final decision. 
According to the participants interviewed, the administrative team did some 
further investigation of the two finalists and based on those findings and consensus from 
the majority of the group, a provider was selected.  The School Board approved the 
recommended provider. 
Summary. 
District F was successful in selecting a provider within the timeline and process 
dictated by the CDE.  This timeline and process included: accepting the invitation to 
partner with the CDE and an outside provider; participating in the CADI review; 
attending the showcase of providers and following the CDE procedures for narrowing the 
field from seven to three; conducting a second round of interviews; writing and 
submitting an acceptable plan to the CDE; and, implementing the project by November of 
2008. 
District F was looking for a provider to support them in systemic change.  The 
areas of curriculum, instruction, assessment, leadership, and professional growth were all 
significant in its selection of a provider.  Participants relied on provider self-reporting in 
the RIF and through their interviews with the provider as evidence of these services. 
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The process for the selection of the provider for District F was formal; District F 
had a specific focus and process for interviewing and selecting a provider.  The number 
of personnel involved in the selection of the provider included district-level and school-
level administrators and teacher representatives.  Participants interviewed indicated they 
were satisfied with their process and their selection of a provider for the CTAG project. 
Summary of Findings of All Six Districts 
 The documents from the CDE and the interviews with individuals in the six 
districts involved in the CTAG project resulted in several similarities and differences. 
All districts had similar achievement gaps that qualified them for the CTAG 
project according to the CDE criteria.  Individual percentages varied to some degree in 
different subjects, however, all districts had an achievement gap in reading and math of 
20% or greater, which exceeded the average state achievement gap of 20% between 
Hispanic and White students and students of poverty and their more affluent peers. 
 All districts participated in a review by an outside entity.  The majority of districts 
used the CADI process for its review; however, there were districts that had received a 
similar review within the past 2 years that was accepted and used for the CTAG project. 
 All districts had experience with outside providers; however, the degree of 
involvement with a provider and the scope of the projects with providers were unique to 
each district.  In general, experiences with a provider, both positive and negative, 
influenced the districts‟ decisions. 
 Provider self-reporting was a determining factor for the districts‟ choice in some 
areas and not others.  Districts and individuals in the district relied on information in the 
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RIF for self-reporting of provider services and evidence that these services were closing 
achievement gaps in other districts. 
 Provider self-reporting in the areas of curriculum, instruction, assessment, and 
professional development were significant in the selection of a provider in all districts. 
Self-reporting by providers in the areas of organizational structure and resources had 
some influence on districts.  School culture, student, family, community support, and 
staff evaluation self-reporting by providers had little to no influence on districts‟ selection 
of a provider. 
 Overall, districts followed the timeline and process dictated by the CDE, and each 
district reported being satisfied with its choice of a provider for the CTAG project. 
Conclusions from the Findings 
The purpose of this qualitative study was to examine the process districts used to 
select their provider for the Colorado Department of Education‟s Closing the 
Achievement Gap Project.  The study focused on the influences upon the district in 
addition to the process the district used to select an outside provider with whom to 
partner for the 3-year CTAG project.  I wanted to understand how districts decided whom 
to select to assist them with closing their achievement gap between Hispanic and White 
students and poverty and non-poverty students. 
In order to answer my research question, I interviewed a minimum of two district-
level or school-level administrators from each district who were directly involved in the 
final selection of a provider.  I asked these participants 15 questions in five categories. In 
addition, I reviewed documents provided to districts by the CDE, which included the 
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timeline of the project, the CADI review document, and the RIF document submitted by 
providers to be included in the provider showcase. 
To draw conclusions from the interviews, I placed the interviews into a table and 
looked at the answers to the questions within each district and across the districts.  I also 
considered the demographic data and the CDE documents in determining conclusions. I 
used color-coding to help identify the conclusions.  Eventually, seven conclusions were 
identified.  These conclusions were: 
Conclusion One: There was little difference in the process districts used to select 
its provider. 
Conclusion Two:  Individual and district experiences working with providers 
influenced the district‟s choice of a provider.   
Conclusion Three: Providers selected had to be a “fit” for the district. 
Conclusion Four: Provider self-reporting did influence the choice of a provider.  
Conclusion Five: Providers‟ self-reporting was significant in the selection of the 
provider in these two categories: 
o Providers‟ self-reporting on services they could provide in the area 
of curriculum, instruction, and assessment were significant to all 
districts‟ selection of providers. 
o  Providers‟ self-reporting on services providers could provide in 
the area of professional growth was significant to all districts‟ 
selection of providers. 
Conclusion Six: Providers‟ self reporting was not significant in the selections of a 
provider in these two categories:  
o Provider self-reporting on how they could provide services in the 
area of district culture, student, family, and community support 
was least important to the districts and their selection of a provider. 
o Providers‟ self-reporting on services they could provide in the area 
of staff evaluation was not important to the districts and their 
selection of a provider. 
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The first conclusion, there was little difference in the process all six districts used 
in selecting their providers, found that all six districts followed the CDE timeline in 
accepting the invitation to partner with the CDE and a provider and sent representatives 
to the first round of interviews conducted by the CDE in June of 2008.  All six districts 
participated in the presentations given by seven different providers over two days.  At the 
end of the two days of presentations and interviews, the six districts all chose two or three 
providers to participate in a second round of interviews that were held in the district. 
One difference in the process was how formal a process the districts used during 
the first round of interviews.  Two districts had an informal process during the first round 
of interviews, which consisted of listening to the presentations and asking questions that 
were not pre-planned.  Four districts listened to the provider presentations and had 
prepared questions to ask.  None of the districts reported using a template that the CDE 
provided for the interviews.  
Having prepared questions for all phases of the interviewing was supported by 
Spovitz (2008). Spovitz (2008) provided some possible questions that could be asked 
during the provider interview process, thus giving more insight to the relationship 
between school, district, and provider: 
How does provider support fit into the existing structure of the district?  How do 
new initiatives fit into the prevailing program monitoring and accountability 
structures within the district?  How are leaders at different levels of the 
organization trained to both understand and support the program? (p.474) 
All districts had a formal process for the second round of interviews that included 
a prepared set of questions for each provider.  The process for the final selection of the 
provider varied slightly between the districts.  Four districts selected their provider after a 
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1 to 2 hour discussion following the second round of interviews.  Two districts took the 
recommendation from the participants in the second round of interviews back to another 
group for the final decision.  All providers recommended, whether from the whole group 
after the second round of interviews or the recommendation from the second group, were 
approved by the local School Board. 
The second conclusion found that individual and district experiences working 
with outside providers influenced the districts‟ choice of a provider.  All districts and 
most individuals in the district had experiences working with outside providers.  One 
district had extensive experience working with a provider for approximately 10 years on 
a school reform initiative.  The other five districts had more limited experience working 
with providers, which was mostly for specific professional development.  All districts 
were influenced either positively or negatively by working with providers in the past, 
which influenced their final selection of a provider. 
The third conclusion found that providers chosen had to be a “fit” for the district.  
All districts were looking for a “fit” with a provider for their district.  All districts had 
other initiatives and projects in place that they did not want disrupted or eliminated with 
the inclusion of the CTAG project; this need was supported by the research (Datnow, 
2000; Schwarzbeck, 2002; Stringfield & Ross, 1997).  Flexibility was another component 
of “fit” for which districts were looking; this was also supported in the research by 
Graczewski et al, (2007) through interviews with districts that had selected a model 
provider:  
Practitioners suggested the importance of understanding the ways that a potential 
model aligns with the philosophy, needs, and culture of a specific school site, the 
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importance of the degree of flexibility offered by the model and the cost of the 
model (p.78). 
The fourth conclusion, provider self-reporting, was influential in the districts‟ 
selection of a provider.  Within this conclusion it was found that two areas of provider 
self-reporting, curriculum, instruction, and assessment, and professional growth were 
identified by all districts as having significant influence upon their selection of a 
provider.  This conclusion it was found that all districts were significantly influenced by 
provider self-reporting on services they could provide in curriculum, instruction, and 
assessment.   
All districts identified the need for better alignment between district curriculum 
and state standards and the services that could be provided to help them with this work. 
All districts identified the need for improvement in instruction in the classroom, 
particularly with ELL students and children of poverty, as these were the two identified 
groups that were performing well below English speaking and non-poverty students. 
Provider self-reporting in researched-based instructional strategies and implementation 
positively influenced provider selection.  
Three districts specifically identified provider self-reporting about assessment, 
particularly formative assessment and progress monitoring, as highly significant in their 
selection of a provider.  The other three districts identified assessment as being 
significant. 
In addition to this conclusion, all districts identified provider self-reporting on 
professional growth as being significant.  All districts were looking for professional 
development, primarily in the areas of instruction and leadership development. 
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Conclusion six identified that self provider reporting in areas that were not 
influential in the selection of a provider.  Two areas of provider self-reporting, district 
culture, student, family, and community support, and staff evaluation, were identified by 
participants during the selection process as less significant to districts in their final 
selection of a provider.  
Also within this conclusion it was identified that provider self-reporting in the 
services they could provide in the area of district culture, student, family, and community 
support, had the least significant influence on the districts‟ selection of  providers.  All 
districts acknowledged that district culture and student, family, and community support 
were important to closing the achievement gap; however, such aspects were not the 
determining factors in the selection of any district‟s provider.  
In addition, within this conclusion, provider self-reporting in the services they 
could provide in the area of staff evaluation was less significant to districts and their 
selection of a provider.  Five districts reported they were satisfied with their staff 
evaluation process and instruments.  One district reported they needed to address staff 
evaluation, but it was not a priority at that time. 
The seventh conclusion identified that stakeholder involvement varied greatly 
between districts during the process of choosing a provider.  Four districts limited 
stakeholder involvement to the administrative team, mainly district-level and school-level 
administrators for the two rounds of interviews and the final selection of the provider. 
Two districts included the administrative team, district-level and school- level 
administrators, in the first round of interviews and expanded the group to include 
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teachers, school board members, the CADI chair, and parents in the second round of 
interviews and in the final selection of a provider. 
Regardless of the stakeholder involvement in the process, all districts expressed 
that they were satisfied with the provider they selected at the time of the study.  
Significance 
This study was conducted to answer the question: What process did districts use 
to choose a provider for the Closing the Achievement Gap project?  The significance of 
this study was to identify the influences upon districts identified for the CTAG project in 
selecting a provider with whom to partner for the 3 years of the project.  This study could 
influence what process districts use should the findings from this project be taken to scale 
after the 3-year pilot in the State of Colorado to partner with outside providers to close 









Chapter 5: Discussion 
 This chapter will examine the conclusions identified in Chapter 4 and discuss the 
data gathered through interviews and documents in greater depth, within the district and 
across districts. 
District A 
Individual and district experiences working with providers influenced the 
district’s choice of a provider. 
There appears to be a contradiction between Conclusions 1 and 2.  If all districts 
used the same process as dictated by the CDE, then why did individual and district 
experiences working with providers have a significant influence upon the selection of its 
provider? 
 District A appeared to be somewhat influenced in its selection of a provider by 
other experiences working with providers on a limited scale.  Participants interviewed 
stressed they did not have any experience working with a provider for systemic change, 
which was what they were seeking; however, their experience with providers was limited 
to professional development for adopted programs. 
 It is probable that the process of selecting a provider for District A was more 
subjective than objective.  Even though a more objective process and timeline were 
prescribed by the CDE for the selection of a provider, District A relied on its limited 
experience working with providers for professional development to influence its decision.  
 
79 
Provider self-reporting did influence the choice of a provider. 
All providers selected for the initial contact with districts at the showcase were 
required to submit a RIF to the CDE by March 31, 2008.  The RFI was a 27-page 
document that had seven different categories for which providers had to provide 
evidence.  The responses to the RFI were rated against a rubric for a score. According to 
the RFI document, Comprehensive Service Providers had to score at a level 3 on the 
evaluation rubric in the areas of: curriculum, assessment, instruction, leadership and 
comprehensive planning, to be considered for the list of ESPs for the CTAG project. 
Other areas, such as, district culture, student, family, and community support; 
professional growth and staff evaluation; and organizational structure and resources, were 
scored on the evaluation rubric, however, there was no minimum score required (RFI 
document, 2008).  The highest scoring providers, on the evaluation rubric (with 110 
points possible) were invited to participate in the showcase in June of 2008.  Eligibility 
requirements to be on the list of Closing the Achievement Gap Providers are specified in 
Chapter 3 on pages 30 and 31. 
District A was significantly influenced by provider self-reporting on the RFI 
particularly in the areas of curriculum, assessment, and instruction, which would stand to 
reason as these were also areas of emphasis for the CDE.  Participants interviewed from 
District A all stated they chose their provider primarily based upon the data they could 
provide about the effectiveness their services had on curriculum, assessment, and 
instruction and student achievement. 
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Although the CDE also identified leadership and comprehensive planning as areas 
requiring a score of 3 or better on the RFI, District A did not consider those criteria as 
significant in their selection.  It is likely that District A assumed they had other structures 
in place to fulfill those needs.  
District A was influenced by the self-reporting of their provider on services they 
could deliver in the area of professional growth. District A identified professional 
development in regard to instruction of ELL students as a significant need; this was most 
likely because of the significant gap in achievement between ELL students and English-
speaking students. 
The area of district culture, and student, family, and community support was a 
less significant factor in District A‟s selection of its provider.One participant identified 
district culture as an important consideration; however, it was not the determining factor 
in the selection of the provider. Staff evaluation was another area that was not significant 
in the selection of District A‟s provider.  This seems contradictory to the emphasis on 
curriculum, assessment, and instruction by the district and its selection of a provider.  It 
would be likely that the monitoring of staff in the delivery of curriculum, assessment, and 
instruction would be a key issue; however, District A seemed comfortable with its current 
system of staff evaluation. 
There was significant variation in the number of stakeholders involved in the 
process of selecting the final provider for the district. 
District A involved many stakeholders in its final selection of a provider. The 
stakeholders involved were principals, assistant principals, teachers, coordinators, school 
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board members, and district-level administrators.  District A was one of the districts that 
took the recommendation from the larger team back to a smaller team for the final 
selection.  It is unclear why District A used this process; it may have been district policy 
or procedure. 
 Regardless of the number of participants involved throughout the process, 
participants interviewed 8 months after the selection stated satisfaction with their 
provider to date. 
District B 
There was little difference in the process districts used to choose their provider. 
District B followed the timeline dictated by the CDE.  The timeline from 
invitation to partner to implementation of the CTAG project was 7 months.  
District B‟s adherence to the process prescribed by the CDE was likely attributed 
to District B being chosen by the CDE for the CTAG project because of an achievement 
gap that exceeded the state average in reading and math; it was not an independent 
decision by the district to seek an outside provider to help it close its achievement gap.  
According to demographic data, District B had an achievement gap between White and 
Hispanic students and poverty/non-poverty students in reading and math from 30% to 
50%, as measured by proficient or advanced performance on the CSAP. 
Representatives from District B complied with the process dictated by the CDE 
for the showcase, which included attending presentations by all seven providers and 
choosing at least two providers for a second round of interviews.  Participants from the 
district were given the RFI proposals for each provider and a template for gathering 
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information during the interviews.  It was assumed that the CDE wanted to make the 
process as objective as possible through the use of common information and tools.  
None of the participants interviewed for the study mentioned the template or its 
use during the showcase.  It would appear that the template was an insignificant element 
in narrowing down the field from seven to two or three providers for the second round of 
interviews. The second round of interviews was held in District B during July of 2008.  
It would seem if a district were not on such a strict timeline it could improve its 
process of selecting a provider by availing itself of resources such as Making Good 
Choices: A Guide for Schools and Districts (2002), and the Catalog of School Reform 
Models (1998) to customize the process to the district‟s specific needs and wants in a 
provider. These resources will be explained further at the end of this chapter. 
Individual and district experiences working with providers influenced the 
district’s choice of a provider. 
There appears to be a contradiction between Conclusions 1 and 2. If all districts 
used the same process as dictated by the CDE, then why did individual and district 
experiences working with providers have a significant influence upon the selection of its 
provider? 
 District B appeared to be significantly influenced in its selection of a provider by 
one member of the selection team.  This participant had extensive experience working 
with an outside provider in another state and he was forthright in saying he was 
influenced because it was a positive experience and because he saw many similarities 
between the provider he had experience with and the provider selected.  According to 
 
83 
other participants interviewed, they had little experience working with outside providers 
and they deferred to the participant with the extensive experience in the selection of their 
provider. 
 It is probable that the process of selecting a provider for District B was more 
subjective than objective.  Even though a more objective process and timeline was 
prescribed by the CDE for the selection of a provider, District B relied on one 
participant‟s experiences with an outside provider as the primary reason for its selection 
of a provider for the CTAG project. 
Provider self-reporting did influence the choice of a provider. 
All providers selected for the initial contact with districts at the showcase were 
required to submit a RIF to the CDE by March 31, 2008.  The RFI was a 27-page 
document that had seven different categories for which providers had to provide 
evidence.  The responses to the RFI were rated against a rubric for a score.  According to 
the RFI document, Comprehensive Service Providers had to score at a level 3 on the 
evaluation rubric in the areas of: curriculum, assessment, instruction, leadership and 
comprehensive planning, to be considered for the list of ESPs for the CTAG project.  
Other areas, such as, district culture, student, family and community support; professional 
growth and staff evaluation; and organizational structure and resources, were scored on 
the evaluation rubric; however, there was no minimum score required (RFI document, 
2008).  The highest scoring providers, on the evaluation rubric (with 110 points possible) 
were invited to participate in the showcase in June of 2008.  Eligibility requirements to be 
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on the list of Closing the Achievement Gap Providers are specified in Chapter 3 on pages 
30 and 31. 
District B was significantly influenced by provider self-reporting on the RFI 
particularly in the areas of curriculum, assessment, and instruction, which would stand to 
reason as these were also areas of emphasis for the CDE.  Participants interviewed from 
District B all stated that they selected their provider primarily based upon the data the 
provider could provide about the effectiveness their services had on curriculum, 
assessment, and instruction and student achievement for closing the achievement gap.  
According to interviews, District B was especially interested in the formative assessment 
system that could be delivered by the provider it selected. 
Although the CDE also identified leadership and comprehensive planning as areas 
requiring a score of 3 or better on the RFI, District B did not select its provider based on 
those criteria.  It is likely that District B assumed it had other structures in place to fulfill 
those needs.  
District B was influenced by the self-reporting of its provider on services they 
could deliver in the area of professional growth.  It is likely that being a small district 
with limited resources, the opportunity for more professional development through the 
CTAG project was influential in the selection of its provider. 
The area of district culture, and student, family, and community support was not a 
significant factor in District B‟s selection of its provider.   
One explanation for the lack of concern about provider services in that area, 
according to the interviews, was more of a concern around curriculum, assessment, and 
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instruction, and the perceived work to be done in those areas to improve student 
achievement.  One participant interviewed stated that district culture was one of six areas 
of focus for the district; however, it was unclear if all areas of focus were of equal 
importance to the district. 
Staff evaluation was another area that was not significant in the selection of 
District B‟s provider.  This seems contradictory to the emphasis on curriculum, 
assessment, and instruction by the district and its selection of a provider.  It would be 
likely that the monitoring of staff in the delivery of curriculum, assessment, and 
instruction would be a key issue; however, District B seemed content with its current 
system of staff evaluation. 
There was significant variation in the number of stakeholders involved in the 
process of selecting the final provider for the district. 
District B involved few stakeholders in its final selection of a provider.  The main 
stakeholders involved were the administrative team, composed of the superintendent and 
building principals.  District B was one of the only districts to include its CADI 
chairperson in the process.  There seemed to be no compelling reason for having a limited 
number of stakeholders involved in the final selection of the provider; it appeared to be 
more a matter of convenience because the process took place during the summer and the 
administrative team was available for interviewing providers.  
 The lack of a large team of stakeholders did not appear to hinder the process, and 





There was little difference in the process districts used to choose their provider. 
District C followed the timeline dictated by the CDE.  The timeline from 
invitation to partner to implementation of the CTAG project was 7 months.  
District C‟s adherence to the process prescribed by the CDE was likely attributed 
to District C being chosen by the CDE for the CTAG project because of an achievement 
gap that exceeded the state average in reading and math; it was not an independent 
decision by the district to seek an outside provider to help it close its achievement gap. 
According to demographic data, District C had an achievement gap between White and 
Hispanic students and poverty/non-poverty students in reading and math from 35% to 
over 50%, as measured by proficient or advanced performance on the CSAP. 
Representatives from District C complied with the process dictated by the CDE 
for the showcase, which included, attending presentations by all seven providers and 
choosing at least two providers for a second round of interviews.  Participants from the 
districts were given the RFI proposals for each provider and a template for gathering 
information during the interviews.  It was assumed that the CDE wanted to make the 
process as objective as possible through the use of common information and tools.  
None of the participants interviewed for the study mentioned the template or its 
use during the showcase.  It would appear that the template was an insignificant element 
in narrowing down the field from seven to two or three providers for the second round of 
interviews.  The second round of interviews was held in District C during July of 2008.  
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It would seem if a district were not on such a strict timeline it could improve its 
process of selecting a provider by availing itself of resources such as Making Good 
Choices: A Guide for Schools and Districts (2002), and the Catalog of School Reform 
Models (1998) to customize the process to the district‟s specific needs and wants in a 
provider.  These resources will be discussed further at the end of this chapter. 
Individual and district experiences working with providers influenced the 
district’s choice of a provider. 
There appears to be a contradiction between Conclusions 1 and 2. If all districts 
used the same process as dictated by the CDE, then why did individual and district 
experiences working with providers have a significant influence upon the selection of its 
provider? 
 District C appeared to be significantly influenced in its selection of a provider by 
its limited experience with the provider‟s professional development around leadership 
and the provider‟s publications and reputation. 
 It is probable that the process of selecting a provider for District C was more 
subjective than objective.  Even though a more objective process and timeline were 
prescribed by the CDE for the selection of a provider, District C relied on its knowledge 
of the provider‟s professional development with leadership, publications, and reputation 
as the primary reason for selecting the provider. 
Provider self-reporting did influence the choice of a provider. 
All providers selected for the initial contact with districts at the showcase were 
required to submit a RIF to the CDE by March 31, 2008.  The RFI was a 27 page 
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document that had seven different categories for which providers had to provide 
evidence.  The responses to the RFI were rated against a rubric for a score.  According to 
the RFI document, Comprehensive Service Providers had to score at a level 3 on the 
evaluation rubric in the areas of: curriculum, assessment, instruction, leadership and 
comprehensive planning, to be considered for the list of ESPs for the CTAG project.  
Other areas, such as, district culture, student, family and community support; professional 
growth and staff evaluation; and organizational structure and resources, were scored on 
the evaluation rubric; however, there was no minimum score required (RFI document, 
2008).  The highest scoring providers, on the evaluation rubric (with 110 points possible) 
were invited to participate in the showcase in June of 2008.  Eligibility requirements to be 
on the list of Closing the Achievement Gap Providers are specified in Chapter 3 on pages 
30 and 31. 
District C was significantly influenced by provider self-reporting on the RFI, 
particularly in the areas of curriculum, assessment, and instruction, which would stand to 
reason as these were also areas of emphasis for the CDE.  Participants interviewed from 
District C all stated they chose their provider primarily based upon the services that could 
be provided around aligning the curriculum and professional development for instruction.  
The CDE also identified leadership and comprehensive planning as areas 
requiring a score of 3 or better on the RFI, and the leadership component was significant 
to District C in its selection.  
District C was influenced by the self-reporting of its provider on services they 
could deliver in the area of professional growth, especially in the area of instruction for 
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ELL students.  It is likely that being a small district with limited resources, the 
opportunity for more professional development through the CTAG project was influential 
in the selection of its provider. 
The area of district culture, and student, family, and community support was not a 
significant factor in District C‟s selection of its provider.  Participants interviewed 
recognized the importance of district culture, student, family, and community support in 
closing the achievement gap, but said they viewed these areas as being the district‟s 
responsibility to address, not the provider‟s responsibility. 
Staff evaluation was another area that was not significant in the selection of 
District C‟s provider.  This seems contradictory to the emphasis on curriculum, 
assessment, and instruction by the district and its selection of a provider.  It would be 
likely that the monitoring of staff in the delivery of curriculum, assessment, and 
instruction would be a key issue; however, District C had done extensive work on 
revising its evaluation process and tool within the past 2 years and seemed content with 
its current system of staff evaluation. 
There was significant variation in the number of stakeholders involved in the 
process of selecting the final provider for the district. 
District C involved many stakeholders in its final selection of a provider.  The 
stakeholders included district-level and school-level administrators, teachers, school 
board members, parents, and the CADI chairperson.  
 
90 
 The size of the team of stakeholders did not appear to enhance or hinder the 
process, and participants interviewed 8 months after the process stated satisfaction with 
their provider to date. 
District D 
There was little difference in the process districts used to choose their provider. 
District D followed the timeline dictated by the CDE.  The timeline from 
invitation to partner to implementation of the CTAG project was 7 months.  
District D‟s adherence to the process prescribed by the CDE was likely attributed 
to District D being chosen by the CDE for the CTAG project because of an achievement 
gap that exceeded the state average in reading and math; it was not an independent 
decision by the district to seek an outside provider to help it close its achievement gap. 
According to demographic data, District D had an achievement gap between White and 
Hispanic students and poverty/non-poverty students in reading and math over 25%, as 
measured by proficient and advanced performance on CSAP. 
Representatives from District D complied with the process dictated by the CDE 
for the showcase, which included, attending presentations by all seven providers and 
choosing at least two providers for a second round of interviews.  Participants from the 
districts were given the RFI proposals for each provider and a template for gathering 
information during the interviews.  It was assumed that the CDE wanted to make the 
process as objective as possible through the use of common information and tools.  
None of the participants interviewed for the study mentioned the template or its 
use during the showcase.  It would appear that the template was an insignificant element 
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in narrowing down the field from seven to two or three providers for the second round of 
interviews.  The second round of interviews was held in District D during July of 2008.  
It would seem if a district were not on such a strict timeline it could improve its 
process of selecting a provider by availing itself of resources such as Making Good 
Choices: A Guide for Schools and Districts (2002), and the Catalog of School Reform 
Models (1998) to customize the process to the district‟s specific needs and wants in a 
provider.  These resources will be further discussed at the end of this chapter. 
Individual and district experiences working with providers influenced the 
district’s choice of a provider. 
There appears to be a contradiction between Conclusions1 and 2. If all districts 
used the same process as dictated by the CDE, then why did individual and district 
experiences working with providers have a significant influence upon the selection of its 
provider? 
 District D appeared to be influenced in its selection of a provider by other 
experiences working with providers on a limited scale.  Some of the providers District D 
had worked with before were included in the showcase.  Participants stated they were 
influenced by previous experiences with providers in their final selection, and they were 
specifically looking for a provider who had a strong formative assessment system.  
 It is probable that the process of selecting a provider for District D was more 
objective than other districts. District D had identified formative assessment as its priority 
and that was the main factor in its selection of a provider.  District D also selected a 
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provider who could provide it with other services such as leadership, curriculum, and 
instruction, but assessment was its priority. 
Provider self-reporting did influence the choice of a provider. 
All providers selected for the initial contact with districts at the showcase were 
required to submit a RIF to the CDE by March 31, 2008. The RFI was a 27-page 
document that had seven different categories for which providers had to provide 
evidence.  The responses to the RFI were rated against a rubric for a score.  According to 
the RFI document, Comprehensive Service Providers had to score at a level 3 on the 
evaluation rubric in the areas of: curriculum, assessment, instruction, leadership and 
comprehensive planning, to be considered for the list of ESPs for the CTAG project. 
Other areas, such as, district culture, student, family and community support; professional 
growth and staff evaluation; and organizational structure and resources, were scored on 
the evaluation rubric; however, there was no minimum score required (RFI document, 
2008).  The highest scoring providers, on the evaluation rubric (with 110 points possible) 
were invited to participate in the showcase in June of 2008.  Eligibility requirements to be 
on the list of Closing the Achievement Gap Providers are specified in Chapter 3 on pages 
30 and 31. 
District D was significantly influenced by provider self-reporting on the RFI 
particularly in the areas of curriculum, assessment, and instruction, which would stand to 
reason as these were also areas of emphasis for the CDE.  Participants interviewed from 
District D all stated they selected their provider primarily based upon the data they could 
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provide about the effectiveness their services had on assessment and student achievement 
in other districts. 
Although the CDE also identified leadership and comprehensive planning as areas 
requiring a score of 3 or better on the RFI, District D did not consider those criteria as 
significant in its selection.  District D looked at services around leadership and 
comprehensive planning through the lens of assessment and effective use of data. 
District D was influenced by the self-reporting of its provider on services they 
could deliver in the area of professional growth.  Again, it is likely that District D was 
interested in professional growth services through the lens of assessment.  
The area of district culture, and student, family, and community support was a 
less significant factor in District D‟s selection of its provider.  Participants had varied 
opinions on the significance of culture, student, family, and community support which 
may have been attributed to individual participant‟s view of its importance in closing the 
achievement gap.  It seemed through the interviews that assessment and tracking student 
progress was the main focus and consideration. 
Staff evaluation was another area that was not significant in the selection of 
District D‟s provider.  This seems contradictory to the emphasis on curriculum, 
assessment, and instruction by the district and its selection of a provider.  It would be 
likely that the monitoring of staff in the delivery of curriculum, assessment, and 
instruction would be a key issue; however, District D seemed comfortable with its current 
system of staff evaluation. 
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There was significant variation in the number of stakeholders involved in the 
process of selecting the final provider for the district. 
District D involved many stakeholders in its final selection of a provider.  The 
stakeholders involved were district-level and school-level administrators, teachers, school 
board members, and parents. District D was one of the districts that took the 
recommendation from the larger team back to a smaller team for the final selection.  
Participants reported the smaller team wanted to meet with the recommended provider 
prior to the selection to work out details of the relationship.  
 Regardless of the number of participants involved throughout the process, 
participants interviewed 8 months after the selection stated satisfaction with their 
provider to date. 
District E 
There was little difference in the process districts used to choose their provider. 
District E followed the timeline dictated by the CDE.  The timeline from 
invitation to partner to implementation of the CTAG project was 7 months.  
District E‟s adherence to the process prescribed by the CDE was likely attributed 
to District E being chosen by CDE for the CTAG project because of an achievement gap 
that exceeded the state average in reading and math; it was not an independent decision 
by the district to seek an outside provider to help it close its achievement gap. According 
to demographic data, District E had an achievement gap between White and Hispanic 
students and poverty/non-poverty students in reading and math from 25% to 45% as 
measured by proficient and advanced performance on CSAP. 
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Representatives from District E complied with the process dictated by the CDE 
for the showcase, which included, attending presentations by all seven providers and 
choosing at least two providers for a second round of interviews.  Participants from the 
district were given the RFI proposals for each provider and a template for gathering 
information during the interviews.  It was assumed that the CDE wanted to make the 
process as objective as possible through the use of common information and tools.  
None of the participants interviewed for the study mentioned the template or its 
use during the showcase.  It would appear that the template was an insignificant element 
in narrowing down the field from seven to two or three providers for the second round of 
interviews. The second round of interviews was held in District E during July of 2008.  
It would seem if a district were not on such a strict timeline it could improve its 
process of selecting a provider by availing itself of resources such as Making Good 
Choices: A Guide for Schools and Districts (2002), and the Catalog of School Reform 
Models (1998) to customize the process to the district‟s specific needs and wants in a 
provider.  These resources will be explained further at the end of this chapter. 
Individual and district experiences working with providers influenced the 
district’s choice of a provider. 
There appears to be a contradiction between Conclusions 1 and 2.  If all districts 
used the same process as dictated by the CDE, then why did individual and district 




 District E appeared to be heavily influenced in its selection of a provider by other 
experiences working with providers on a large scale.  Participants interviewed had a great 
deal of experience working with a provider and their selection of a provider for this 
project was definitely influenced by those experiences.  
 It is probable that the process of selecting a provider for District E was more 
subjective than objective.  Even though a more objective process and timeline was 
prescribed by the CDE for the selection of a provider, District E relied on its extensive 
experience working with provider a for district improvement to influence its decision.  
Provider self-reporting did influence the choice of a provider. 
All providers selected for the initial contact with districts at the showcase were 
required to submit a RIF to the CDE by March 31, 2008.  The RFI was a 27-page 
document that had seven different categories for which providers had to provide 
evidence.  The responses to the RFI were rated against a rubric for a score.  According to 
the RFI document, Comprehensive Service Providers had to score at a level 3 on the 
evaluation rubric in the areas of: curriculum, assessment, instruction, leadership and 
comprehensive planning, to be considered for the list of ESPs for the CTAG project.  
Other areas, such as, district culture, student, family and community support; professional 
growth and staff evaluation; and organizational structure and resources, were scored on 
the evaluation rubric; however, there was no minimum score required (RFI document, 
2008).  The highest scoring providers, on the evaluation rubric (with 110 points possible) 
were invited to participate in the showcase in June of 2008.  Eligibility requirements to be 
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on the list of Closing the Achievement Gap Providers are specified in Chapter 3 on pages 
30 and 31. 
District E was significantly influenced by provider self-reporting on the RFI, 
particularly in the areas of curriculum, assessment, and instruction, which would stand to 
reason as these were also areas of emphasis for the CDE.  Participants interviewed from 
District E all stated they chose their provider primarily based upon the data they could 
provide about the effectiveness their services had on assessment and closing the 
achievement gap in other districts.  District E had been working with another provider for 
district improvement for almost 10 years.  As a result of its extensive experience with a 
provider, District E was focused on finding a provider who could primarily provide 
services around formative assessment. 
Although the CDE also identified leadership and comprehensive planning as areas 
requiring a score of 3 or better on the RFI, District E did not consider these criteria as 
significant in its selection.  It is likely that District E assumed it had other structures in 
place to fulfill those needs.  
District E was influenced by the self-reporting of its provider on services they 
could deliver in the area of professional growth.  District E identified professional 
development in regard to instruction of ELL students as a significant need; this was most 
likely because of the significant gap in achievement between ELL students and English 
speaking students. 
The area of district culture, and student, family, and community support was a 
less significant factor in District E‟s selection of its provider, which would seem to 
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indicate this was not an area considered to have influence over student achievement.  
Staff evaluation was another area that was not significant in the selection of District E‟s 
provider.  This seems contradictory to the emphasis on curriculum, assessment, and 
instruction by the district and its selection of a provider.  It would be likely that the 
monitoring of staff in the delivery of curriculum, assessment, and instruction would be a 
key issue; however, District E had revised its evaluation process and tool as part of its 
district improvement work and seemed comfortable with its current system of staff 
evaluation. 
There was significant variation in the number of stakeholders involved in the 
process of selecting the final provider for the district. 
District E involved few stakeholders in its final selection of a provider.  The 
district-level administrative team was the only stakeholder involved in the selection of the 
provider.  It is likely that this decision was made because the selection was made during 
the summer and the administrative team was available; however, there was no data 
collected as to why the team was limited. 
 Regardless of the number of participants involved throughout the process, 
participants interviewed 8 months after the selection stated satisfaction with their 
provider to date. 
District F 
There was little difference in the process districts used to choose their provider. 
District F followed the timeline dictated by the CDE.  The timeline from 
invitation to partner to implementation of the CTAG project was 7 months.  
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District F‟s adherence to the process prescribed by the CDE was likely attributed 
to District F being chosen by CDE for the CTAG project because of an achievement gap 
that exceeded the state average in reading and math; it was not an independent decision 
by the district to seek an outside provider to help it close its achievement gap.  According 
to demographic data, District F had an achievement gap between White and Hispanic 
students and poverty/non-poverty students in reading and math from 20% to 50% as 
measured by proficient and advanced performance on CSAP. 
Representatives from District F complied with the process dictated by the CDE 
for the showcase, which included, attending presentations by all seven providers and 
choosing at least two providers for a second round of interviews.  Participants from the 
districts were given the RFI proposals for each provider and a template for gathering 
information during the interviews.  It was assumed that CDE wanted to make the process 
as objective as possible through the use of common information and tools.  
None of the participants interviewed for the study mentioned the template or its 
use during the showcase.  It would appear that the template was an insignificant element 
in narrowing down the field from seven to two or three providers for the second round of 
interviews.  The second round of interviews was held in District F during July of 2008.  
It would seem if a district were not on such a strict timeline, it could improve its 
process of selecting a provider by availing itself of resources such as Making Good 
Choices: A Guide for Schools and Districts (2002), and the Catalog of School Reform 
Models (1998) to customize the process to the district‟s specific needs and wants in a 
provider.  These resources will be discussed further at the end of this chapter. 
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Individual and district experiences working with providers influenced the 
district’s choice of a provider. 
There appears to be a contradiction between Conclusions 1 and 2.  If all districts 
used the same process as dictated by the CDE, then why did individual and district 
experiences working with providers have a significant influence upon the selection of its 
provider? 
 District F appeared to be somewhat influenced in its selection of a provider by 
other experiences working with providers on a limited scale.  Participants interviewed 
stressed they did not have any experience working with a provider for systemic change, 
which was what they were seeking; however, their experience with providers was limited 
to professional development for adopted programs and use of one provider‟s books and 
materials. 
 It is probable that the process of selecting a provider for District F was more 
subjective than objective.  Even though a more objective process and timeline was 
prescribed by the CDE for the selection of a provider, District F relied on its limited 
experience working with providers for professional development and familiarity with the 
provider‟s books and materials to influence its decision.  
Provider self-reporting did influence the choice of a provider. 
All providers selected for the initial contact with districts at the showcase were 
required to submit a RIF to the CDE by March 31, 2008.  The RFI was a 27-page 
document that had seven different categories for which providers had to provide 
evidence.  The responses to the RFI were rated against a rubric for a score.  According to 
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the RFI document, Comprehensive Service Providers had to score at a level 3 on the 
evaluation rubric in the areas of: curriculum, assessment, instruction, leadership and 
comprehensive planning, to be considered for the list of ESPs for the CTAG project.  
Other areas, such as, district culture, student, family and community support; professional 
growth and staff evaluation; and organizational structure and resources were scored on 
the evaluation rubric; however, there was no minimum score required (RFI document, 
2008).  The highest scoring providers, on the evaluation rubric (with 110 points possible), 
were invited to participate in the showcase in June of 2008.  Eligibility requirements to be 
on the list of Closing the Achievement Gap Providers are specified in Chapter 3 on pages 
30 and 31. 
District F was significantly influenced by provider self-reporting on the RFI 
particularly in the areas of curriculum, assessment, and instruction, which would stand to 
reason as these were also areas of emphasis for the CDE.  Participants interviewed from 
District F all stated they chose their provider primarily based upon the data they could 
provide about the effectiveness their services had on curriculum, assessment, and 
instruction and student achievement. 
The CDE also identified leadership and comprehensive planning as areas 
requiring a score of 3 or better on the RFI, District F considered those criteria as 
significant in its selection.  Participants interviewed emphasized that they were looking 




District F was influenced by the self-reporting of its provider on services they 
could deliver in the area of professional growth.  District F identified professional 
development in regard to instruction of ELL students as a significant need; this was most 
likely because of the significant gap in achievement between ELL students and English 
speaking students. 
The area of district culture, and student, family, and community support was a 
less significant factor in District F‟s selection of its provider.  It is likely these services 
were not as important to the district in light of the systemic changes it felt were needed to 
improve student achievement. 
Staff evaluation was another significant area of concern in the selection of District 
F‟s provider.  As part of systemic change, it could be assumed the district viewed the 
evaluation of staff as a critical element toward the implementation of effective 
instruction. 
There was significant variation in the number of stakeholders involved in the 
process of selecting the final provider for the district. 
District F involved many stakeholders in its final selection of a provider.  The 
stakeholders involved were district-level and school-level administrators and teachers.  
District F was one of the districts that took the recommendation from the larger team 
back to a smaller team for the final selection.  The process was taken back to a smaller 
team before the final selection because there was a split within the group about the 
recommendation.  The smaller group did more investigation of the two finalists and made 
the final recommendation. 
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 Regardless of the number of participants involved throughout the process, 
participants interviewed 8 months after the selection stated satisfaction with their 
provider to date. 
Cross District 
There was little difference in the process districts used to choose their provider. 
All districts involved in the CTAG project were identified and selected by the 
CDE.  Because of this, the criteria, timeline, and process were dictated by the CDE.  All 
six districts conformed to the CDE‟s timeline and process, however, it begs the question: 
Was this the best process to use to select a provider with whom to partner?  
 The literature does not specify an exact timeline to select a provider; although key 
elements for the process are specified.  NCREL (2002) recommended a four-step process 
in Making Good Choices; A Guide for Schools and Districts, which was published to 
help schools and districts in the choice of a CSR model, which the CTAG project closely 
modeled.  The four steps were: laying the groundwork; evaluating your current situation; 
profiling your comprehensive reform approach; and, making a decision.  It was also 
assumed in this literature that schools and districts chose to engage in this process on 
their own and not “invited” to do so by a State Department of Education.  
 Laying the groundwork for districts engaging in this process on their own could 
look significantly different from those chosen as determined by specified criteria by the 
State Department of Education or other entity to participate.  A district electing to engage 
in this process could dictate a more reasonable timeline to examine data and current 
practice to determine the necessity of partnering with a provider.  
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 A less rushed timeline could also allow a district to use multiple sources of data to 
evaluate its current situation.  In the case of the CTAG project, state assessment data 
(CSAP) was the sole quantitative data used to choose districts for the project.  The other 
consideration for inclusion in the project was the perception by the CDE that the district 
had the leadership capacity to be successful in closing the achievement gap by partnering 
with a provider (CDE, 2008).  With more time, a district could choose to use other 
quantitative data, such as other standardized tests, and district formative and summative 
common assessments, if available, to determine the severity of its gap and in what sub-
content areas of reading and math the gap was occurring.  This could help the district 
narrow its focus when choosing a provider. 
 The CDE process dictated an outside review of the district, which is supported by 
the literature.  The CDE chose the CADI process, or in the case of one district a similar 
process, as a requirement for inclusion in the project.  The CADI process was an outside 
review of the district‟s current practice against nine standards including 60 indicators. 
Although the CADI review is thorough, it includes little self-evaluation within the 
process.  NCREL (2002) provided a three-part self-evaluation tool, which included 
student performance, the school program, and school environment.  District participation 
in a more thorough self-evaluation could make a review such as CADI more meaningful 
and provide at least two sources of data by which to determine a focus for improvement 
in student achievement. 
 Using multiple sources of data should help a district develop a clear picture of the 
kind of reform that was needed to improve student achievement.  NCREL (2002) 
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provided a Profiling Tool which could assist a district in objectively determining 
priorities in selecting a provider.  The Profiling Tool was divided into 11 categories: 
comprehensive approach; support within the school; goals and benchmarks; strategies 
that improve academic achievement; scientifically-based research strategies and methods 
for curriculum, instruction, assessment, governance and management; professional 
development; support for teachers, administrators, and other staff; external assistance; 
parent and community involvement; coordination of resources; and evaluation.  This tool 
could help a district identify strengths within the district that could be leveraged for 
student achievement and deficits within the district that could benefit from support by an 
outside provider.  The district would make the judgment to what extent - not at all, slight 
extent, moderate extent, great extent, or not applicable - as to the importance it would put 
on each indicator.  This could provide more objective criteria in the decision to partner 
with a provider or not. 
The final step in NCREL‟s process was to make a final decision.  There are six 
steps recommended by NCREL (2002) to determine a CSR model: conduct research on 
models; consider all the options; make an initial choice; include stakeholders in the 
review of the initial decision; modify the decision if necessary; and approve the final 
decision (NCREL, 2002).  The CDE provided an abridged version of this process; 
however, time was a factor in the extent to which districts could thoroughly engage in the 
process.  The use of these tools could narrow the subjectivity that seemed to prevail in the 
selection of a provider by the districts included in this study. 
 
106 
Individual and district experiences working with providers influenced the 
district’s choice of a provider. 
All districts agreed that their experience working with providers influenced their 
choices of a provider. In addition to experience with some providers, some districts were 
extremely influenced by who providers sent to the interviews.  Participants in the process 
stated the like or dislike of the individuals the provider sent to the first and second round 
of interviews significantly influenced their choice.  This made the selection of a provider 
subjective rather than objective for all districts, which it was assumed contradicted the 
CDE‟s intent for the process to be objective. 
 Districts involved in this study emphasized they were looking for a “fit” with an 
outside provider.  The contention of “fit” was supported by the research of Datnow 
(2000), Schwartzbeck (2002), and Stringfield and Ross (1997).  All districts had other 
initiatives on which they were working when they were invited by the CDE to partner for 
the CTAG project.  Experience working with providers, even in a limited capacity, likely 
influenced the perception of “fit” for the district.  Although this perception of “fit” should 
not be discounted, it should probably not be the greatest influence in the selection of a 
provider; rather, if districts had conducted a thorough self and outside evaluation and 
limited the focus of their work to close the achievement gap, the criteria for a “fit” for the 




Provider self-reporting did influence the choice of a provider. 
Provider self-reporting was a significant factor for all districts and their choice of 
a provider; however, not all categories of the self reporting, such as district culture, were 
as important to districts in the qualities they were looking for in a provider.  Participants 
relied on provider self-reporting in the RIF and through their interviews with the provider 
as evidence of services the provider could offer.  Details of the RIF were provided in 
Chapter 3 on pages 30 and 31. 
 The lack of importance placed on district culture by districts in their selection of a 
provider contradicts a body of evidence that district culture has a significant influence on 
student achievement (Elmore, 1992; Hoy, Tartar, & Bliss, 1990; Parish & Aguila, 1996; 
Prichard, Morrow, & Marshall, 2005; Firestone, 2009).  
 There could be several reasons for the lack of importance districts placed on 
district culture, whether considering the inclusion of students and families from diverse 
background or socio-economic backgrounds, or the culture of the district as created by 
the people working in the system, including the following: the scope of reform in the 
district made district culture less of a priority; the emphasis on curriculum, instruction, 
and assessment was more of a priority; the need for leadership training to carry out the 
immensity of the CTAG project was more of a priority; the lack of knowledge as to the 
importance of district culture in student achievement; and, the lack of funding by the 
CDE to support improvement in district culture in addition to other priorities. 
 All districts viewed participation in the CTAG project as creating systemic 
change in their district, some to a greater extent than others; however, all participants 
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commented that the CTAG project would affect their entire district.  The magnitude of 
the change for the district may have caused the de-emphasis of district culture in the 
selection of a provider. 
 All districts stated that improvements in curriculum, instruction and assessment 
were their number one priorities.  Every district recognized their alignment of curriculum 
to state standards and assessment, and that the quality of instruction in classrooms needed 
improvement.  For three districts the lack of formative assessments was their main 
priority.  Districts may have viewed district culture as a lesser priority in comparison. 
 Most districts recognized the need for additional training for district-level and 
school-level administrators as essential to the success of the CTAG project.  With the 
reality of limited resources from the CDE to fund the project, leadership development and 
training may have taken priority over training for improvement of district culture. 
 There is a body of evidence that supports the need for an emphasis on district 
culture; however, many of the resources are from research done in the 1990s.  Although 
there is current research available, it has only been in the last 4 to 5 years that articles 
about district culture have been published in educational magazines such as Phi Delta 
Kappan and School Effectiveness and School Improvement.  The lack of easy access to 
the research on district culture may have contributed to districts‟ lack of prioritizing it as 
a need. 
 Regardless of the reasons districts failed to place an emphasis on district culture 
as a priority, district culture should be taken into consideration if a district was serious 
about closing the achievement gap. 
 
109 
There was significant variation in the number of stakeholders involved in the 
process of selecting the final provider for the district. 
The number of stakeholders involved in the final selection of the provider varied 
between districts from only the district-level administrative team to almost all 
stakeholders in the district, including district-level and building-level administrators, 
teachers, parents, school board members, and the chairperson of the CADI review team.  
Regardless of the number of people involved in the process, all districts reported they 
were satisfied with their choice of a provider.  Although no set number of stakeholders 
could be found as a recommendation, the literature, primarily NCREL‟s (2002) Making 
Good Choices; A Guide for Schools and Districts, would recommend the minimum 
inclusion of administrators, teachers, and parents in the process.  This recommendation 
was most likely made because of the necessity for buy-in and commitment by 
stakeholders to do the work and improve the chances of success for a project like CTAG. 
Recommendations for School Districts 
 As a result of this study, I make the following recommendations to school 
districts: 
Allow the district adequate time to make a selection of a provider.  There are 
several factors to consider when partnering with an outside provider, such as the current 
status of the district; what does the district hopes to accomplish by partnering with an 




Adequate time would allow the district to identify its priorities and determine if 
an outside provider was needed to help it close its achievement gap.  If the district 
determined an outside provider would add value to closing its achievement gap, the 
district could then develop a process for selecting a provider, if one was not 
recommended or in place by the state department of education. 
Engage in a comprehensive review, internal and external, to identify district 
strengths and weaknesses.  This review should include quantitative and qualitative data. 
Quantitative data should include student and teacher performance data.  Qualitative data 
should include interviews with school staff, parents, and students, and survey information 
from school staff, parents, and students.  
Thoroughly “unpack” the results of the review and identify the needs in the 
district.  Determine the scope of the change, either systemic or specific to one area. 
Information gathered from a thorough review and unpacking of the data would help 
districts to identify priorities and to determine realistic goals from which to develop 
questions for interviewing outside providers. 
Identify whether the district needs a process or prescriptive provider.  A process 
provider will provide guidance with a framework within the district that defines how staff 
interacts and collaborates with each other and how to build consensus around vision, 
mission, and beliefs.  Prescriptive providers will provide staff training with the 
expectation that all staff fully implement a program (Schwarzbeck, 2002). 
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Research and identify providers that can provide the services you need for your 
project.  The Colorado Department of Education and the U.S. Department of Education 
have resources that can be used to gain background on providers.  
Develop a formal process for selecting a provider.  Design interview questions 
based on your district‟s needs.  Decide on a process by which the final selection of a 
provider would be made, and what stakeholders within your district and community 
would be involved. 
Prior to the final selection, contact districts that have partnered with providers and 
ask questions regarding services the provider has supplied to its district and its 
satisfaction with the provider. 
Recommendations for Providers 
As a result of this study, I make the following recommendations to providers: 
Know as much about the district as you can.  Go deeper than test scores and 
school rankings.  Find out what initiatives the district was already engaged in and be 
prepared to share with districts how your organization can support and incorporate 
current initiatives into your services. 
Whenever possible, send the personnel who will be working directly with the 
district to the presentations and interviews; this will help districts with starting to build 




Highlight strong services in curriculum, particularly alignment with state 
standards and vertical articulation, instruction, and assessment.  These were the areas 
districts identified as being most influential in their selection of providers.  
Highlight strong services in professional growth and development, particularly in 
the areas of instruction and leadership development.  When possible, take personnel that 
will deliver the professional development in these areas to the district to meet staff during 
the interview process.  
Provide districts seeking your services with contact information for districts with 
whom you have worked.  The opportunity to talk with districts using the providers‟ 
services could have an influence on districts‟ selection. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
 As a result of this study, I make the following recommendations for further 
research: 
Was the expectation of partnering with an outside provider to close the 
achievement gap in 3 years realistic considering the size of the achievement gap in the 
district chosen and the resources provided by CDE? 
What is the level of satisfaction and success of the six districts participating in the 
CTAG project as they enter the third year of the project? 
What impact did the selection of a provider have on the district in closing its 
achievement gap after the 3-year pilot program? 
Were districts able to sustain the changes made with the support of the provider 
once the project was over? 
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Did working with a provider for the CTAG project help close the achievement 
gap? 
Final Considerations 
The purpose of this dissertation was to research the process the six districts 
invited to partner with the CDE for the CTAG project used to select their providers.  The 
assumption by the CDE was that districts needed assistance in closing the achievement 
gap and that outside providers were required to give that assistance.  It was also an 
assumption that districts would willingly participate in any project that had money 
attached and fulfill whatever requirements needed to obtain the funding.  
While writing this dissertation my opinion changed regarding the necessity of 
hiring an outside provider.  I started to question the actual value an outside provider could 
add to school and district improvement efforts and if this was the only answer to closing 
the achievement gap. 
My opinion changed because of several factors. First of all, districts had little time 
to thoroughly reflect upon the root causes of their achievement gap, clarify a focus, 
identify viable solutions, and investigate robust interventions, some of which might have 
come from within the district to initiate change.    
Another reason my opinion changed was because the CDE was in complete 
control of the time-line for this project, the districts chosen for the project, and the 
providers available to interview and select.  Although this was a noble effort on the part 
of the CDE to support districts to close achievement gaps, rather than sanctioning or 
punishing districts for having an achievement gap, it raised several questions.   
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Was the time-line realistic to make the best possible decisions about what the 
district focus should be and the research needed to decide whether the district had internal 
resources it could use in addition to working with a provider, or not hiring a provider at 
all?  Could the CDE offer an alternative to hiring an outside provider by committing the 
same funds to use internal district resources to build capacity to close the achievement 
gap?     
As the districts involved in the CTAG project completed the first year there was 
no compelling evidence that partnering with an outside provider was closing the 
achievement gap.  This was another reason my opinion changed about the value of 
outside providers, and reinforced that districts need to thoroughly understand their 
achievement gap, look at all resources available, and if necessary, supplement with an 
outside provider for specific services.   
During the oral defense of this dissertation I was asked what my advice would be 
to “District 7” if it was considering hiring an outside provider.  My advice was: 
 Participate in a rigorous internal and external review of your district and 
determine the “brutal facts” (Collins, 2001) before considering a provider.  
 Clearly identify the focus and priorities for improvement, and ask the 
question, would an outside provider add value to this effort? 
 Do an internal audit to identify what strengths and expertise exist within 
the district, and determine if the culture of the district would support using 
internal expertise.  If not, this would be one reason to hire an outside 
provider.  
 After determining the district focus and it was determined an outside 
provider would add value, use a process that was as objective as possible.  
 If professional development was a priority for improvement, determine if 
it should be delivered by internal or external sources. 
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 Regardless of the delivery of the professional development, include a plan 
for “chunking” the delivery of the professional development, support for 
administrators and teachers to implement, and coaching to ensure fidelity 
of implementation. 
 Constantly monitor the progress of the work to ensure the provider was 
still adding value to the effort.  
My best hope for writing this dissertation, in addition to fulfilling the 
requirements for my doctorate, was to spark conversations about what was an effective 
process to select a provider to help a district to close achievement gaps?  As I worked on 
this dissertation the question became, does the solution always have to involve an outside 
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Categories of Questions: 
Identification for the CTAG project; 
Impact of the CADI Report; 
Experience using outside providers in the past; 
Influence of provider self reporting; 
Process for choosing a provider. 
Questions asked in each category: 
Identification for the CTAG project: 
What achievement gap (between which groups) was identified by CDE to qualify 
your district for this project? 
What was the size of the achievement gap between the identified groups in your 
district? 
Was this a total district project or for selected schools within your district? Did 
this influence your choice of provider? 
Impact of the CADI Report 
What impact did the CADI report have on your choice of a provider? 
Experience with outside providers in the past: 
Did your district have any experience working with outside providers for any 
purpose before this project? 
Did anyone in the district, involved in the selection of the provider, have 
experience working with outside providers? 
Did experiences working with outside providers influence the district‟s choice of 
a provider, and if so, how? 
Influence of provider self reporting: 
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To what extent did provider self reporting on services they could provide in the 
areas of curriculum, assessment, and instruction influence your district‟s final 
choice of a provider? 
To what extent did provider self reporting on services they could provide in the 
areas of leadership, and comprehensive and effective planning influence your 
district‟s final choice of a provider? 
To what extent did provider self reporting on services they could provide in the 
areas of district culture, student, family, and community support influence your 
district‟s final choice of a provider? 
To what extent did provider self reporting on services they could provide in the 
areas of professional growth and staff evaluation, and organization structure and 
resources influence your district‟s final choice of a provider? 
Process for choosing a provider: 
What process did your district use during the first round of interviews with 
providers set up by CDE? 
Who did you choose to interview in the second round of interviews and what 
process did your district use? 
What was the process for the final selection of a provider? 
What stakeholders (administrative team, teachers, parents) were involved in the 
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03 Hispanic 190 37 19.47% 60 31.58% 92 48.42% 1 0.53% 93 48.95% 0 0.00% 
04 Hispanic 220 46 20.91% 75 34.09% 97 44.09% 1 0.45% 98 44.55% 1 0.45% 
05 Hispanic 183 32 17.49% 61 33.33% 87 47.54% 3 1.64% 90 49.18% 0 0.00% 
06 Hispanic 210 42 20.00% 77 36.67% 89 42.38% 1 0.48% 90 42.86% 1 0.48% 
07 Hispanic 208 54 25.96% 60 28.85% 87 41.83% 6 2.88% 93 44.71% 1 0.48% 
08 Hispanic 181 35 19.34% 60 33.15% 84 46.41% 2 1.10% 86 47.51% 0 0.00% 
09 Hispanic 197 28 14.21% 87 44.16% 76 38.58% 3 1.52% 79 40.10% 3 1.52% 
10 Hispanic 178 30 16.85% 56 31.46% 83 46.63% 4 2.25% 87 48.88% 5 2.81% 
    1567 304 19.40% 536 34.21% 695 44.35% 21 1.34% 716 45.69% 11 0.70% 
               
03 White  187 8 4.28% 16 8.56% 138 73.80% 25 13.37% 163 87.17% 0 0.00% 
04 White  173 0 0.00% 18 10.40% 144 83.24% 11 6.36% 155 89.60% 0 0.00% 
05 White  192 6 3.13% 16 8.33% 137 71.35% 33 17.19% 170 88.54% 0 0.00% 
06 White  197 8 4.06% 16 8.12% 125 63.45% 48 24.37% 173 87.82% 0 0.00% 
07 White  164 3 1.83% 20 12.20% 121 73.78% 20 12.20% 141 85.98% 0 0.00% 
08 White  208 4 1.92% 17 8.17% 152 73.08% 35 16.83% 187 89.90% 0 0.00% 
09 White  169 6 3.55% 28 16.57% 121 71.60% 13 7.69% 134 79.29% 1 0.59% 
10 White  226 7 3.10% 27 11.95% 161 71.24% 31 13.72% 192 84.96% 0 0.00% 
    1516 42 2.77% 158 10.42% 1099 72.49% 216 14.25% 1315 86.74% 1 0.07% 
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03 F 119 26 21.85% 42 35.29% 51 42.86% 0 0.00% 51 42.86% 0 0.00% 
03 R 30 8 26.67% 7 23.33% 15 50.00% 0 0.00% 15 50.00% 0 0.00% 
04 F 126 28 22.22% 42 33.33% 54 42.86% 1 0.79% 55 43.65% 1 0.79% 
04 R 43 6 13.95% 13 30.23% 24 55.81% 0 0.00% 24 55.81% 0 0.00% 
05 F 111 22 19.82% 38 34.23% 51 45.95% 0 0.00% 51 45.95% 0 0.00% 
05 R 29 5 17.24% 10 34.48% 14 48.28% 0 0.00% 14 48.28% 0 0.00% 
06 F 102 24 23.53% 39 38.24% 36 35.29% 2 1.96% 38 37.25% 1 0.98% 
06 R 28 5 17.86% 10 35.71% 13 46.43% 0 0.00% 13 46.43% 0 0.00% 
07 F 102 33 32.35% 32 31.37% 37 36.27% 0 0.00% 37 36.27% 0 0.00% 
07 R 42 6 14.29% 11 26.19% 21 50.00% 4 9.52% 25 59.52% 0 0.00% 
08 F 83 23 27.71% 28 33.73% 31 37.35% 1 1.20% 32 38.55% 0 0.00% 
08 R 22 2 9.09% 14 63.64% 6 27.27% 0 0.00% 6 27.27% 0 0.00% 
09 F 72 16 22.22% 30 41.67% 22 30.56% 2 2.78% 24 33.33% 2 2.78% 
09 R 16 2 12.50% 8 50.00% 6 37.50% 0 0.00% 6 37.50% 0 0.00% 
10 F 49 13 26.53% 16 32.65% 16 32.65% 2 4.08% 18 36.73% 2 4.08% 
10 R 14 X X X X X X X X X X X X 
    988 219 22.17% 340 34.41% 397 40.18% 12 1.21% 409 41.40% 6 0.61% 
               
03 N 238 12 5.04% 29 12.18% 169 71.01% 27 11.34% 196 82.35% 1 0.42% 
04 N 233 12 5.15% 40 17.17% 170 72.96% 11 4.72% 181 77.68% 0 0.00% 
05 N 241 11 4.56% 29 12.03% 165 68.46% 36 14.94% 201 83.40% 0 0.00% 
06 N 285 21 7.37% 45 15.79% 170 59.65% 49 17.19% 219 76.84% 0 0.00% 
07 N 233 18 7.73% 38 16.31% 154 66.09% 22 9.44% 176 75.54% 1 0.43% 
08 N 291 14 4.81% 36 12.37% 204 70.10% 37 12.71% 241 82.82% 0 0.00% 
09 N 284 16 5.63% 78 27.46% 172 60.56% 15 5.28% 187 65.85% 3 1.06% 
10 N 350 23 6.57% 64 18.29% 227 64.86% 33 9.43% 260 74.29% 3 0.86% 
    2155 127 5.89% 359 16.66% 1431 66.40% 230 10.67% 1661 77.08% 8 0.37% 
Gap       16.27%   17.75%   26.22%   9.46%   35.68%   0.24% 
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03 Hispanic 233 42 18.03% 80 34.33% 87 37.34% 24 10.30% 111 47.64% 0 0.00% 
04 Hispanic 228 38 16.67% 81 35.53% 89 39.04% 20 8.77% 109 47.81% 0 0.00% 
05 Hispanic 183 25 13.66% 78 42.62% 62 33.88% 18 9.84% 80 43.72% 0 0.00% 
06 Hispanic 211 44 20.85% 73 34.60% 76 36.02% 18 8.53% 94 44.55% 0 0.00% 
07 Hispanic 208 66 31.73% 94 45.19% 40 19.23% 8 3.85% 48 23.08% 0 0.00% 
08 Hispanic 181 65 35.91% 65 35.91% 43 23.76% 8 4.42% 51 28.18% 0 0.00% 
09 Hispanic 198 91 45.96% 71 35.86% 28 14.14% 5 2.53% 33 16.67% 3 1.52% 
10 Hispanic 178 90 50.56% 64 35.96% 18 10.11% 1 0.56% 19 10.67% 5 2.81% 
    1620 461 28.46% 606 37.41% 443 27.35% 102 6.30% 545 33.64% 8 0.49% 
               
03 White  187 4 2.14% 19 10.16% 72 38.50% 92 49.20% 164 87.70% 0 0.00% 
04 White  173 2 1.16% 16 9.25% 96 55.49% 59 34.10% 155 89.60% 0 0.00% 
05 White  192 2 1.04% 19 9.90% 88 45.83% 83 43.23% 171 89.06% 0 0.00% 
06 White  196 11 5.61% 35 17.86% 79 40.31% 71 36.22% 150 76.53% 0 0.00% 
07 White  164 12 7.32% 57 34.76% 61 37.20% 34 20.73% 95 57.93% 0 0.00% 
08 White  207 14 6.76% 63 30.43% 78 37.68% 51 24.64% 129 62.32% 1 0.48% 
09 White  169 38 22.49% 47 27.81% 59 34.91% 25 14.79% 84 49.70% 0 0.00% 
10 White  226 32 14.16% 83 36.73% 98 43.36% 13 5.75% 111 49.12% 0 0.00% 
    1514 115 7.60% 339 22.39% 631 41.68% 428 28.27% 1059 69.95% 1 0.07% 
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03 R 32 4 12.50% 13 40.63% 10 31.25% 5 15.63% 15 46.88% 0 0.00% 
04 F 133 25 18.80% 44 33.08% 53 39.85% 11 8.27% 64 48.12% 0 0.00% 
04 R 44 6 13.64% 12 27.27% 22 50.00% 4 9.09% 26 59.09% 0 0.00% 
05 F 111 21 18.92% 47 42.34% 38 34.23% 5 4.50% 43 38.74% 0 0.00% 
05 R 29 1 3.45% 14 48.28% 10 34.48% 4 13.79% 14 48.28% 0 0.00% 
06 F 102 25 24.51% 40 39.22% 29 28.43% 8 7.84% 37 36.27% 0 0.00% 
06 R 28 3 10.71% 12 42.86% 10 35.71% 3 10.71% 13 46.43% 0 0.00% 
07 F 102 33 32.35% 51 50.00% 17 16.67% 1 0.98% 18 17.65% 0 0.00% 
07 R 42 12 28.57% 14 33.33% 14 33.33% 2 4.76% 16 38.10% 0 0.00% 
08 F 83 35 42.17% 26 31.33% 17 20.48% 5 6.02% 22 26.51% 0 0.00% 
08 R 21 6 28.57% 11 52.38% 4 19.05% 0 0.00% 4 19.05% 0 0.00% 
09 F 72 41 56.94% 21 29.17% 5 6.94% 3 4.17% 8 11.11% 2 2.78% 
09 R 16 8 50.00% 4 25.00% 4 25.00% 0 0.00% 4 25.00% 0 0.00% 
10 F 49 27 55.10% 15 30.61% 6 12.24% 0 0.00% 6 12.24% 1 2.04% 
10 R 14 X X X X X X X X X X X X 
    878 247 28.13% 324 36.90% 239 27.22% 51 5.81% 290 33.03% 3 0.34% 
               
03 N 244 13 5.33% 29 11.89% 100 40.98% 102 41.80% 202 82.79% 0 0.00% 
04 N 233 9 3.86% 45 19.31% 111 47.64% 68 29.18% 179 76.82% 0 0.00% 
05 N 241 5 2.07% 37 15.35% 106 43.98% 93 38.59% 199 82.57% 0 0.00% 
06 N 285 27 9.47% 57 20.00% 120 42.11% 81 28.42% 201 70.53% 0 0.00% 
07 N 233 33 14.16% 89 38.20% 72 30.90% 39 16.74% 111 47.64% 0 0.00% 
08 N 291 39 13.40% 95 32.65% 102 35.05% 54 18.56% 156 53.61% 1 0.34% 
09 N 285 83 29.12% 93 32.63% 79 27.72% 28 9.82% 107 37.54% 2 0.70% 
10 N 350 91 26.00% 132 37.71% 109 31.14% 14 4.00% 123 35.14% 4 1.14% 
    2162 300 13.88% 577 26.69% 799 36.96% 479 22.16% 1278 59.11% 7 0.32% 
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03 Asian/ Pacific Islander 21 1 4.76% 4 19.05% 15 71.43% 1 4.76% 16 76.19% 0 0.00% 
03 Hispanic 804 157 19.53% 230 28.61% 397 49.38% 16 1.99% 413 51.37% 4 0.50% 
04 Asian/ Pacific Islander 18 0 0.00% 3 16.67% 15 83.33% 0 0.00% 15 83.33% 0 0.00% 
04 Black (not Hispanic) 20 3 15.00% 6 30.00% 10 50.00% 0 0.00% 10 50.00% 1 5.00% 
04 Hispanic 783 147 18.77% 309 39.46% 322 41.12% 3 0.38% 325 41.51% 2 0.26% 
05 Asian/ Pacific Islander 17 0 0.00% 1 5.88% 13 76.47% 3 17.65% 16 94.12% 0 0.00% 
05 Black (not Hispanic) 20 1 5.00% 5 25.00% 10 50.00% 2 10.00% 12 60.00% 2 10.00% 
05 Hispanic 739 186 25.17% 215 29.09% 318 43.03% 18 2.44% 336 45.47% 2 0.27% 
06 Black (not Hispanic) 17 3 17.65% 7 41.18% 6 35.29% 1 5.88% 7 41.18% 0 0.00% 
06 Hispanic 662 142 21.45% 207 31.27% 288 43.50% 17 2.57% 305 46.07% 8 1.21% 
07 Hispanic 681 168 24.67% 210 30.84% 287 42.14% 9 1.32% 296 43.47% 7 1.03% 
08 Black (not Hispanic) 18 4 22.22% 4 22.22% 9 50.00% 0 0.00% 9 50.00% 1 5.56% 
08 Hispanic 631 129 20.44% 252 39.94% 225 35.66% 6 0.95% 231 36.61% 19 3.01% 
09 Black (not Hispanic) 19 2 10.53% 5 26.32% 9 47.37% 2 10.53% 11 57.89% 1 5.26% 
09 Hispanic 734 143 19.48% 272 37.06% 275 37.47% 11 1.50% 286 38.96% 33 4.50% 
10 Black (not Hispanic) 16 6 37.50% 5 31.25% 5 31.25% 0 0.00% 5 31.25% 0 0.00% 
10 Hispanic 613 155 25.29% 225 36.70% 184 30.02% 11 1.79% 195 31.81% 38 6.20% 
    5813 1247 21.45% 1960 33.72% 2388 41.08% 100 1.72% 2488 42.80% 118 2.03% 
               
03 White (not Hispanic) 605 35 5.79% 75 12.40% 433 71.57% 59 9.75% 492 81.32% 3 0.50% 
04 White (not Hispanic) 602 43 7.14% 92 15.28% 441 73.26% 24 3.99% 465 77.24% 2 0.33% 
05 White (not Hispanic) 575 52 9.04% 74 12.87% 374 65.04% 74 12.87% 448 77.91% 1 0.17% 
06 White (not Hispanic) 548 36 6.57% 95 17.34% 345 62.96% 67 12.23% 412 75.18% 5 0.91% 
07 White (not Hispanic) 558 50 8.96% 99 17.74% 352 63.08% 53 9.50% 405 72.58% 4 0.72% 
08 White (not Hispanic) 598 54 9.03% 117 19.57% 349 58.36% 69 11.54% 418 69.90% 9 1.51% 
09 White (not Hispanic) 629 44 7.00% 121 19.24% 418 66.45% 35 5.56% 453 72.02% 11 1.75% 
10 White (not Hispanic) 665 68 10.23% 116 17.44% 405 60.90% 62 9.32% 467 70.23% 14 2.11% 
    4780 382 7.99% 789 16.51% 3117 65.21% 443 9.27% 3560 74.48% 49 1.03% 
  Gap     13.46%   17.21%   24.13%   -31.81%   31.68%   1.00% 
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03 Free Lunch Eligible 714 148 20.73% 208 29.13% 348 48.74% 7 0.98% 355 49.72% 3 0.42% 
03 Reduced Lunch Eligible 118 15 12.71% 29 24.58% 68 57.63% 6 5.08% 74 62.71% 0 0.00% 
04 Free Lunch Eligible 720 150 20.83% 267 37.08% 299 41.53% 4 0.56% 303 42.08% 0 0.00% 
04 Reduced Lunch Eligible 119 11 9.24% 40 33.61% 67 56.30% 0 0.00% 67 56.30% 1 0.84% 
05 Free Lunch Eligible 667 174 26.09% 201 30.13% 275 41.23% 15 2.25% 290 43.48% 2 0.30% 
05 Reduced Lunch Eligible 115 20 17.39% 33 28.70% 58 50.43% 3 2.61% 61 53.04% 1 0.87% 
06 Free Lunch Eligible 595 140 23.53% 190 31.93% 241 40.50% 13 2.18% 254 42.69% 11 1.85% 
06 Reduced Lunch Eligible 93 12 12.90% 24 25.81% 55 59.14% 2 2.15% 57 61.29% 0 0.00% 
07 Free Lunch Eligible 571 166 29.07% 183 32.05% 211 36.95% 6 1.05% 217 38.00% 5 0.88% 
07 Reduced Lunch Eligible 92 14 15.22% 28 30.43% 45 48.91% 4 4.35% 49 53.26% 1 1.09% 
08 Free Lunch Eligible 559 129 23.08% 231 41.32% 176 31.48% 5 0.89% 181 32.38% 18 3.22% 
08 Reduced Lunch Eligible 100 15 15.00% 24 24.00% 55 55.00% 6 6.00% 61 61.00% 0 0.00% 
09 Free Lunch Eligible 518 121 23.36% 198 38.22% 172 33.20% 4 0.77% 176 33.98% 23 4.44% 
09 Reduced Lunch Eligible 111 11 9.91% 36 32.43% 60 54.05% 1 0.90% 61 54.95% 3 2.70% 
10 Free Lunch Eligible 409 115 28.12% 135 33.01% 127 31.05% 3 0.73% 130 31.78% 29 7.09% 
10 Reduced Lunch Eligible 88 14 15.91% 36 40.91% 35 39.77% 0 0.00% 35 39.77% 3 3.41% 
    5589 1255 22.45% 1863 33.33% 2292 41.01% 79 1.41% 2371 42.42% 100 1.79% 
               
03 Not Eligible 619 33 5.33% 75 12.12% 444 71.73% 63 10.18% 507 81.91% 4 0.65% 
04 Not Eligible 592 33 5.57% 104 17.57% 428 72.30% 23 3.89% 451 76.18% 4 0.68% 
05 Not Eligible 579 45 7.77% 66 11.40% 386 66.67% 80 13.82% 466 80.48% 2 0.35% 
06 Not Eligible 561 30 5.35% 97 17.29% 359 63.99% 72 12.83% 431 76.83% 3 0.53% 
07 Not Eligible 600 43 7.17% 100 16.67% 398 66.33% 54 9.00% 452 75.33% 5 0.83% 
08 Not Eligible 610 44 7.21% 123 20.16% 366 60.00% 65 10.66% 431 70.66% 12 1.97% 
09 Not Eligible 774 59 7.62% 170 21.96% 483 62.40% 43 5.56% 526 67.96% 19 2.45% 
10 Not Eligible 819 103 12.58% 182 22.22% 442 53.97% 71 8.67% 513 62.64% 21 2.56% 
    5154 390 7.57% 917 17.79% 3306 64.14% 471 9.14% 3777 73.28% 70 1.36% 
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03 Asian/ Pacific Islander 21 1 4.76% 7 33.33% 8 38.10% 5 23.81% 13 61.90% 0 0.00% 
03 Hispanic 812 153 18.84% 260 32.02% 296 36.45% 100 12.32% 396 48.77% 3 0.37% 
04 Asian/Pacific Islander 18 0 0.00% 3 16.67% 7 38.89% 8 44.44% 15 83.33% 0 0.00% 
04 Black (not Hispanic) 20 6 30.00% 7 35.00% 5 25.00% 1 5.00% 6 30.00% 1 5.00% 
04 Hispanic 789 142 18.00% 283 35.87% 305 38.66% 56 7.10% 361 45.75% 3 0.38% 
05 Asianr/Pacific Islander 17 0 0.00% 2 11.76% 9 52.94% 6 35.29% 15 88.24% 0 0.00% 
05 Black (not Hispanic) 20 2 10.00% 11 55.00% 4 20.00% 3 15.00% 7 35.00% 0 0.00% 
05 Hispanic 737 127 17.23% 302 40.98% 233 31.61% 71 9.63% 304 41.25% 4 0.54% 
06 Hispanic 662 223 33.69% 262 39.58% 149 22.51% 23 3.47% 172 25.98% 5 0.76% 
07 Hispanic 679 298 43.89% 290 42.71% 74 10.90% 10 1.47% 84 12.37% 7 1.03% 
08 Black (not Hispanic) 18 10 55.56% 4 22.22% 4 22.22% 0 0.00% 4 22.22% 0 0.00% 
08 Hispanic 628 342 54.46% 192 30.57% 68 10.83% 19 3.03% 87 13.85% 7 1.11% 
09 Black (not Hispanic) 19 9 47.37% 8 42.11% 2 10.53% 0 0.00% 2 10.53% 0 0.00% 
09 Hispanic 738 427 57.86% 196 26.56% 70 9.49% 16 2.17% 86 11.65% 29 3.93% 
10 Black (not Hispanic) 16 10 62.50% 1 6.25% 2 12.50% 0 0.00% 2 12.50% 3 18.75% 
10 Hispanic 615 403 65.53% 135 21.95% 38 6.18% 2 0.33% 40 6.50% 37 6.02% 
    5809 2153 37.06% 1963 33.79% 1274 21.93% 320 5.51% 1594 27.44% 99 1.70% 
               
03 White (not Hispanic) 600 25 4.17% 112 18.67% 257 42.83% 203 33.83% 460 76.67% 3 0.50% 
04 White (not Hispanic) 603 35 5.80% 111 18.41% 275 45.61% 178 29.52% 453 75.12% 4 0.66% 
05 White (not Hispanic) 576 40 6.94% 139 24.13% 232 40.28% 165 28.65% 397 68.92% 0 0.00% 
06 White (not Hispanic) 548 72 13.14% 178 32.48% 218 39.78% 78 14.23% 296 54.01% 2 0.36% 
07 White (not Hispanic) 558 107 19.18% 225 40.32% 149 26.70% 73 13.08% 222 39.78% 4 0.72% 
08 White (not Hispanic) 599 136 22.70% 201 33.56% 175 29.22% 79 13.19% 254 42.40% 8 1.34% 
09 White (not Hispanic) 629 172 27.34% 219 34.82% 163 25.91% 68 10.81% 231 36.72% 7 1.11% 
10 White (not Hispanic) 663 177 26.70% 281 42.38% 167 25.19% 27 4.07% 194 29.26% 11 1.66% 
    4776 764 16.00% 1466 30.70% 1636 34.25% 871 18.24% 2507 52.49% 39 0.82% 
  Gap     21.07%   3.10%   12.32%   12.73%   25.05%   0.89% 
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03 Free Lunch Eligible 723 141 19.50% 239 33.06% 269 37.21% 70 9.68% 339 46.89% 4 0.55% 
03 Reduced Lunch Eligible 117 13 11.11% 30 25.64% 43 36.75% 30 25.64% 73 62.39% 1 0.85% 
04 Free Lunch Eligible 726 140 19.28% 262 36.09% 267 36.78% 56 7.71% 323 44.49% 1 0.14% 
04 Reduced Lunch Eligible 119 13 10.92% 44 36.97% 51 42.86% 10 8.40% 61 51.26% 1 0.84% 
05 Free Lunch Eligible 664 123 18.52% 280 42.17% 209 31.48% 50 7.53% 259 39.01% 2 0.30% 
05 Reduced Lunch Eligible 115 12 10.43% 45 39.13% 43 37.39% 14 12.17% 57 49.57% 1 0.87% 
06 Free Lunch Eligible 594 224 37.71% 225 37.88% 122 20.54% 17 2.86% 139 23.40% 6 1.01% 
06 Reduced Lunch Eligible 93 14 15.05% 45 48.39% 28 30.11% 6 6.45% 34 36.56% 0 0.00% 
07 Free Lunch Eligible 570 277 48.60% 227 39.82% 48 8.42% 13 2.28% 61 10.70% 5 0.88% 
07 Reduced Lunch Eligible 91 30 32.97% 36 39.56% 19 20.88% 5 5.49% 24 26.37% 1 1.10% 
08 Free Lunch Eligible 560 328 58.57% 157 28.04% 51 9.11% 16 2.86% 67 11.96% 8 1.43% 
08 Reduced Lunch Eligible 100 33 33.00% 41 41.00% 21 21.00% 5 5.00% 26 26.00% 0 0.00% 
09 Free Lunch Eligible 522 323 61.88% 138 26.44% 38 7.28% 5 0.96% 43 8.24% 18 3.45% 
09 Reduced Lunch Eligible 111 52 46.85% 34 30.63% 16 14.41% 6 5.41% 22 19.82% 3 2.70% 
10 Free Lunch Eligible 411 275 66.91% 83 20.19% 26 6.33% 0 0.00% 26 6.33% 27 6.57% 
10 Reduced Lunch Eligible 87 47 54.02% 33 37.93% 4 4.60% 0 0.00% 4 4.60% 3 3.45% 
    5603 2045 36.50% 1919 34.25% 1255 22.40% 303 5.41% 1558 27.81% 81 1.45% 
               
03 Not Eligible 614 28 4.56% 114 18.57% 258 42.02% 213 34.69% 471 76.71% 1 0.16% 
04 Not Eligible 593 31 5.23% 99 16.69% 276 46.54% 181 30.52% 457 77.07% 6 1.01% 
05 Not Eligible 581 34 5.85% 135 23.24% 228 39.24% 183 31.50% 411 70.74% 1 0.17% 
06 Not Eligible 562 66 11.74% 182 32.38% 226 40.21% 86 15.30% 312 55.52% 2 0.36% 
07 Not Eligible 600 104 17.33% 261 43.50% 163 27.17% 67 11.17% 230 38.33% 5 0.83% 
08 Not Eligible 607 134 22.08% 202 33.28% 183 30.15% 80 13.18% 263 43.33% 8 1.32% 
09 Not Eligible 774 238 30.75% 256 33.07% 187 24.16% 78 10.08% 265 34.24% 15 1.94% 
10 Not Eligible 818 279 34.11% 308 37.65% 181 22.13% 29 3.55% 210 25.67% 21 2.57% 
    5149 914 17.75% 1557 30.24% 1702 33.05% 917 17.81% 2619 50.86% 59 1.15% 
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03 Hispanic 162 48 29.63% 56 34.57% 57 35.19% 0 0.00% 57 35.19% 1 0.62% 
04 Hispanic 192 41 21.35% 85 44.27% 62 32.29% 2 1.04% 64 33.33% 2 1.04% 
05 Hispanic 199 61 30.65% 67 33.67% 64 32.16% 2 1.01% 66 33.17% 5 2.51% 
06 Hispanic 166 40 24.10% 63 37.95% 58 34.94% 3 1.81% 61 36.75% 2 1.20% 
07 Hispanic 201 62 30.85% 66 32.84% 69 34.33% 3 1.49% 72 35.82% 1 0.50% 
08 Hispanic 146 48 32.88% 53 36.30% 44 30.14% 1 0.68% 45 30.82% 0 0.00% 
09 Hispanic 202 59 29.21% 72 35.64% 68 33.66% 1 0.50% 69 34.16% 2 0.99% 
10 Hispanic 125 23 18.40% 54 43.20% 44 35.20% 4 3.20% 48 38.40% 0 0.00% 
    1393 382 27.42% 516 37.04% 466 33.45% 16 1.15% 482 34.60% 13 0.93% 
               
03 White (not Hispanic) 156 7 4.49% 19 12.18% 109 69.87% 20 12.82% 129 82.69% 1 0.64% 
04 White (not Hispanic) 163 8 4.91% 26 15.95% 116 71.17% 13 7.98% 129 79.14% 0 0.00% 
05 White (not Hispanic) 171 3 1.75% 21 12.28% 114 66.67% 33 19.30% 147 85.96% 0 0.00% 
06 White (not Hispanic) 178 4 2.25% 21 11.80% 112 62.92% 41 23.03% 153 85.96% 0 0.00% 
07 White (not Hispanic) 200 10 5.00% 34 17.00% 125 62.50% 31 15.50% 156 78.00% 0 0.00% 
08 White (not Hispanic) 220 4 1.82% 26 11.82% 155 70.45% 34 15.45% 189 85.91% 1 0.45% 
09 White (not Hispanic) 208 7 3.37% 26 12.50% 149 71.63% 26 12.50% 175 84.13% 0 0.00% 
10 White (not Hispanic) 251 9 3.59% 32 12.75% 167 66.53% 37 14.74% 204 81.27% 6 2.39% 
    1547 52 3.36% 205 13.25% 1047 67.68% 235 15.19% 1282 82.87% 8 0.52% 
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03 Free Lunch Eligible 89 29 32.58% 29 32.58% 31 34.83% 0 0.00% 31 34.83% 0 0.00% 
03 Reduced Lunch Eligible 34 7 20.59% 13 38.24% 14 41.18% 0 0.00% 14 41.18% 0 0.00% 
04 Free Lunch Eligible 112 24 21.43% 42 37.50% 43 38.39% 2 1.79% 45 40.18% 1 0.89% 
04 Reduced Lunch Eligible 40 4 10.00% 19 47.50% 17 42.50% 0 0.00% 17 42.50% 0 0.00% 
05 Free Lunch Eligible 98 30 30.61% 30 30.61% 32 32.65% 3 3.06% 35 35.71% 3 3.06% 
05 Reduced Lunch Eligible 39 8 20.51% 12 30.77% 19 48.72% 0 0.00% 19 48.72% 0 0.00% 
06 Free Lunch Eligible 83 21 25.30% 34 40.96% 24 28.92% 2 2.41% 26 31.33% 2 2.41% 
06 Reduced Lunch Eligible 28 6 21.43% 8 28.57% 14 50.00% 0 0.00% 14 50.00% 0 0.00% 
07 Free Lunch Eligible 96 33 34.38% 30 31.25% 31 32.29% 1 1.04% 32 33.33% 1 1.04% 
07 Reduced Lunch Eligible 25 6 24.00% 10 40.00% 7 28.00% 2 8.00% 9 36.00% 0 0.00% 
08 Free Lunch Eligible 70 22 31.43% 23 32.86% 23 32.86% 2 2.86% 25 35.71% 0 0.00% 
08 Reduced Lunch Eligible 20 4 20.00% 7 35.00% 9 45.00% 0 0.00% 9 45.00% 0 0.00% 
09 Free Lunch Eligible 48 16 33.33% 15 31.25% 16 33.33% 0 0.00% 16 33.33% 1 2.08% 
09 Reduced Lunch Eligible 25 5 20.00% 10 40.00% 10 40.00% 0 0.00% 10 40.00% 0 0.00% 
10 Free Lunch Eligible 34 5 14.71% 17 50.00% 11 32.35% 1 2.94% 12 35.29% 0 0.00% 
10 Reduced Lunch Eligible 13 X X X X X X X X X X X X 
    854 220 25.76% 299 35.01% 301 35.25% 13 1.52% 314 36.77% 8 0.94% 
               
03 Not Eligible 203 22 10.84% 34 16.75% 125 61.58% 20 9.85% 145 71.43% 2 0.99% 
04 Not Eligible 211 21 9.95% 51 24.17% 125 59.24% 13 6.16% 138 65.40% 1 0.47% 
05 Not Eligible 235 26 11.06% 46 19.57% 129 54.89% 32 13.62% 161 68.51% 2 0.85% 
06 Not Eligible 240 18 7.50% 43 17.92% 136 56.67% 43 17.92% 179 74.58% 0 0.00% 
07 Not Eligible 285 34 11.93% 62 21.75% 158 55.44% 31 10.88% 189 66.32% 0 0.00% 
08 Not Eligible 285 27 9.47% 53 18.60% 171 60.00% 33 11.58% 204 71.58% 1 0.35% 
09 Not Eligible 343 45 13.12% 75 21.87% 195 56.85% 27 7.87% 222 64.72% 1 0.29% 
10 Not Eligible 336 26 7.74% 67 19.94% 198 58.93% 40 11.90% 238 70.83% 5 1.49% 
    2138 219 10.24% 431 20.16% 1237 57.86% 239 11.18% 1476 69.04% 12 0.56% 


































03 Hispanic 181 33 18.23% 64 35.36% 68 37.57% 15 8.29% 83 45.86% 1 0.55% 
04 Hispanic 203 34 16.75% 97 47.78% 62 30.54% 10 4.93% 72 35.47% 0 0.00% 
05 Hispanic 201 35 17.41% 94 46.77% 54 26.87% 17 8.46% 71 35.32% 1 0.50% 
06 Hispanic 166 32 19.28% 73 43.98% 56 33.73% 5 3.01% 61 36.75% 0 0.00% 
07 Hispanic 201 67 33.33% 97 48.26% 30 14.93% 6 2.99% 36 17.91% 1 0.50% 
08 Hispanic 147 76 51.70% 53 36.05% 15 10.20% 3 2.04% 18 12.24% 0 0.00% 
09 Hispanic 202 122 60.40% 51 25.25% 26 12.87% 1 0.50% 27 13.37% 2 0.99% 
10 Hispanic 125 72 57.60% 38 30.40% 13 10.40% 1 0.80% 14 11.20% 1 0.80% 
    1426 471 33.03% 567 39.76% 324 22.72% 58 4.07% 382 26.79% 6 0.42% 
               
03 White (not Hispanic) 155 3 1.94% 19 12.26% 70 45.16% 63 40.65% 133 85.81% 0 0.00% 
04 White (not Hispanic) 162 7 4.32% 26 16.05% 69 42.59% 60 37.04% 129 79.63% 0 0.00% 
05 White (not Hispanic) 169 4 2.37% 40 23.67% 69 40.83% 56 33.14% 125 73.96% 0 0.00% 
06 White (not Hispanic) 178 4 2.25% 39 21.91% 67 37.64% 68 38.20% 135 75.84% 0 0.00% 
07 White (not Hispanic) 200 19 9.50% 64 32.00% 67 33.50% 50 25.00% 117 58.50% 0 0.00% 
08 White (not Hispanic) 220 22 10.00% 65 29.55% 64 29.09% 67 30.45% 131 59.55% 2 0.91% 
09 White (not Hispanic) 208 34 16.35% 74 35.58% 63 30.29% 37 17.79% 100 48.08% 0 0.00% 
10 White (not Hispanic) 251 44 17.53% 93 37.05% 98 39.04% 12 4.78% 110 43.82% 4 1.59% 
    1543 137 8.88% 420 27.22% 567 36.75% 413 26.77% 980 63.51% 6 0.39% 
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03 Free Lunch Eligible 97 22 22.68% 27 27.84% 37 38.14% 11 11.34% 48 49.48% 0 0.00% 
03 Reduced Lunch Eligible 35 2 5.71% 14 40.00% 16 45.71% 3 8.57% 19 54.29% 0 0.00% 
04 Free Lunch Eligible 114 17 14.91% 52 45.61% 32 28.07% 13 11.40% 45 39.47% 0 0.00% 
04 Reduced Lunch Eligible 44 6 13.64% 19 43.18% 17 38.64% 2 4.55% 19 43.18% 0 0.00% 
05 Free Lunch Eligible 97 21 21.65% 46 47.42% 21 21.65% 8 8.25% 29 29.90% 1 1.03% 
05 Reduced Lunch Eligible 41 5 12.20% 16 39.02% 17 41.46% 3 7.32% 20 48.78% 0 0.00% 
06 Free Lunch Eligible 83 19 22.89% 35 42.17% 25 30.12% 4 4.82% 29 34.94% 0 0.00% 
06 Reduced Lunch Eligible 28 3 10.71% 12 42.86% 10 35.71% 3 10.71% 13 46.43% 0 0.00% 
07 Free Lunch Eligible 96 36 37.50% 40 41.67% 15 15.63% 4 4.17% 19 19.79% 1 1.04% 
07 Reduced Lunch Eligible 25 7 28.00% 10 40.00% 6 24.00% 2 8.00% 8 32.00% 0 0.00% 
08 Free Lunch Eligible 70 36 51.43% 25 35.71% 7 10.00% 2 2.86% 9 12.86% 0 0.00% 
08 Reduced Lunch Eligible 20 9 45.00% 9 45.00% 1 5.00% 1 5.00% 2 10.00% 0 0.00% 
09 Free Lunch Eligible 48 29 60.42% 13 27.08% 5 10.42% 0 0.00% 5 10.42% 1 2.08% 
09 Reduced Lunch Eligible 25 15 60.00% 7 28.00% 3 12.00% 0 0.00% 3 12.00% 0 0.00% 
10 Free Lunch Eligible 34 17 50.00% 15 44.12% 2 5.88% 0 0.00% 2 5.88% 0 0.00% 
10 Reduced Lunch Eligible 13 X X X X X X X X X X X X 
    870 244 28.05% 340 39.08% 214 24.60% 56 6.44% 270 31.03% 3 0.34% 
                 
03 Not Eligible 212 14 6.60% 44 20.75% 87 41.04% 66 31.13% 153 72.17% 1 0.47% 
04 Not Eligible 215 18 8.37% 53 24.65% 87 40.47% 57 26.51% 144 66.98% 0 0.00% 
05 Not Eligible 234 13 5.56% 73 31.20% 86 36.75% 62 26.50% 148 63.25% 0 0.00% 
06 Not Eligible 240 16 6.67% 65 27.08% 91 37.92% 68 28.33% 159 66.25% 0 0.00% 
07 Not Eligible 285 43 15.09% 115 40.35% 76 26.67% 51 17.89% 127 44.56% 0 0.00% 
08 Not Eligible 287 54 18.82% 87 30.31% 76 26.48% 68 23.69% 144 50.17% 2 0.70% 
09 Not Eligible 343 114 33.24% 107 31.20% 83 24.20% 38 11.08% 121 35.28% 1 0.29% 
10 Not Eligible 336 96 28.57% 114 33.93% 109 32.44% 13 3.87% 122 36.31% 4 1.19% 
    2152 368 17.10% 658 30.58% 695 32.30% 423 19.66% 1118 51.95% 8 0.37% 
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03 American Indian or Alaskan Native 20 3 15.00% 4 20.00% 13 65.00% 0 0.00% 13 65.00% 0 0.00% 
03 Asian or Pacific Islander 52 2 3.85% 8 15.38% 38 73.08% 4 7.69% 42 80.77% 0 0.00% 
03 Black (not Hispanic) 27 2 7.41% 4 14.81% 21 77.78% 0 0.00% 21 77.78% 0 0.00% 
03 Hispanic 324 59 18.21% 93 28.70% 166 51.23% 6 1.85% 172 53.09% 0 0.00% 
04 Asian or Pacific Islander 82 3 3.66% 15 18.29% 61 74.39% 3 3.66% 64 78.05% 0 0.00% 
04 Hispanic 488 108 22.13% 206 42.21% 174 35.66% 0 0.00% 174 35.66% 0 0.00% 
05 Asian or Pacific Islander 67 2 2.99% 6 8.96% 47 70.15% 11 16.42% 58 86.57% 1 1.49% 
05 Black (not Hispanic) 22 1 4.55% 5 22.73% 15 68.18% 1 4.55% 16 72.73% 0 0.00% 
05 Hispanic 529 127 24.01% 173 32.70% 213 40.26% 15 2.84% 228 43.10% 1 0.19% 
06 American Indian or Alaskan Native 17 3 17.65% 1 5.88% 12 70.59% 1 5.88% 13 76.47% 0 0.00% 
06 Asian or Pacific Islander 55 8 14.55% 3 5.45% 30 54.55% 14 25.45% 44 80.00% 0 0.00% 
06 Black (not Hispanic) 21 2 9.52% 6 28.57% 12 57.14% 1 4.76% 13 61.90% 0 0.00% 
06 Hispanic 471 104 22.08% 165 35.03% 182 38.64% 19 4.03% 201 42.68% 1 0.21% 
07 Asian or Pacific Islander 67 2 2.99% 9 13.43% 39 58.21% 17 25.37% 56 83.58% 0 0.00% 
07 Black (not Hispanic) 29 0 0.00% 5 17.24% 22 75.86% 2 6.90% 24 82.76% 0 0.00% 
07 Hispanic 425 84 19.76% 149 35.06% 180 42.35% 12 2.82% 192 45.18% 0 0.00% 
08 American Indian/ Alaskan Native 20 3 15.00% 4 20.00% 11 55.00% 1 5.00% 12 60.00% 1 5.00% 
08 Asian or Pacific Islander 47 2 4.26% 15 31.91% 21 44.68% 9 19.15% 30 63.83% 0 0.00% 
08 Black (not Hispanic) 30 4 13.33% 7 23.33% 17 56.67% 2 6.67% 19 63.33% 0 0.00% 
08 Hispanic 440 96 21.82% 152 34.55% 185 42.05% 6 1.36% 191 43.41% 1 0.23% 
09 American Indian /Alaskan Native 18 0 0.00% 4 22.22% 14 77.78% 0 0.00% 14 77.78% 0 0.00% 
09 Asian or Pacific Islander 57 2 3.51% 6 10.53% 40 70.18% 8 14.04% 48 84.21% 1 1.75% 
09 Black (not Hispanic) 23 2 8.70% 3 13.04% 18 78.26% 0 0.00% 18 78.26% 0 0.00% 
09 Hispanic 486 67 13.79% 201 41.36% 204 41.98% 6 1.23% 210 43.21% 8 1.65% 
10 American Indian/ Alaskan Native 21 1 4.76% 6 28.57% 12 57.14% 2 9.52% 14 66.67% 0 0.00% 
10 Asian or Pacific Islander 51 2 3.92% 12 23.53% 23 45.10% 14 27.45% 37 72.55% 0 0.00% 
10 Black (not Hispanic) 18 2 11.11% 5 27.78% 9 50.00% 2 11.11% 11 61.11% 0 0.00% 
10 Hispanic 402 71 17.66% 145 36.07% 174 43.28% 10 2.49% 184 45.77% 2 0.50% 
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    4309 762 17.68% 1412 32.77% 1953 45.32% 166 3.85% 2119 49.18% 16 0.37% 
               
03 White (not Hispanic) 1198 70 5.84% 165 13.77% 854 71.29% 103 8.60% 957 79.88% 6 0.50% 
04 White (not Hispanic) 1180 49 4.15% 214 18.14% 841 71.27% 74 6.27% 915 77.54% 2 0.17% 
05 White (not Hispanic) 1205 61 5.06% 164 13.61% 801 66.47% 178 14.77% 979 81.24% 1 0.08% 
06 White (not Hispanic) 1195 42 3.51% 160 13.39% 783 65.52% 206 17.24% 989 82.76% 4 0.33% 
07 White (not Hispanic) 1168 58 4.97% 166 14.21% 759 64.98% 183 15.67% 942 80.65% 2 0.17% 
08 White (not Hispanic) 1140 48 4.21% 152 13.33% 726 63.68% 214 18.77% 940 82.46% 0 0.00% 
09 White (not Hispanic) 1294 39 3.01% 171 13.21% 902 69.71% 172 13.29% 1074 83.00% 10 0.77% 
10 White (not Hispanic) 1242 51 4.11% 174 14.01% 773 62.24% 228 18.36% 1001 80.60% 16 1.29% 
    9622 418 4.34% 1366 14.20% 6439 66.92% 1358 14.11% 7797 81.03% 41 0.00% 
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03 Free Lunch Eligible 317 64 20.19% 92 29.02% 157 49.53% 4 1.26% 161 50.79% 0 0.00% 
03 Reduced Lunch Eligible 97 13 13.40% 26 26.80% 56 57.73% 1 1.03% 57 58.76% 1 1.03% 
04 Free Lunch Eligible 484 111 22.93% 195 40.29% 176 36.36% 2 0.41% 178 36.78% 0 0.00% 
04 Reduced Lunch Eligible 93 15 16.13% 34 36.56% 44 47.31% 0 0.00% 44 47.31% 0 0.00% 
05 Free Lunch Eligible 499 129 25.85% 162 32.46% 197 39.48% 10 2.00% 207 41.48% 1 0.20% 
05 Reduced Lunch Eligible 92 15 16.30% 24 26.09% 50 54.35% 3 3.26% 53 57.61% 0 0.00% 
06 Free Lunch Eligible 440 95 21.59% 156 35.45% 180 40.91% 9 2.05% 189 42.95% 0 0.00% 
06 Reduced Lunch Eligible 108 23 21.30% 38 35.19% 40 37.04% 7 6.48% 47 43.52% 0 0.00% 
07 Free Lunch Eligible 373 79 21.18% 136 36.46% 146 39.14% 11 2.95% 157 42.09% 1 0.27% 
07 Reduced Lunch Eligible 82 15 18.29% 23 28.05% 41 50.00% 3 3.66% 44 53.66% 0 0.00% 
08 Free Lunch Eligible 370 88 23.78% 132 35.68% 139 37.57% 10 2.70% 149 40.27% 1 0.27% 
08 Reduced Lunch Eligible 79 16 20.25% 23 29.11% 39 49.37% 1 1.27% 40 50.63% 0 0.00% 
09 Free Lunch Eligible 405 61 15.06% 162 40.00% 168 41.48% 4 0.99% 172 42.47% 10 2.47% 
09 Reduced Lunch Eligible 89 7 7.87% 26 29.21% 53 59.55% 2 2.25% 55 61.80% 1 1.12% 
10 Free Lunch Eligible 336 69 20.54% 118 35.12% 138 41.07% 7 2.08% 145 43.15% 4 1.19% 
10 Reduced Lunch Eligible 72 5 6.94% 23 31.94% 40 55.56% 4 5.56% 44 61.11% 0 0.00% 
    3936 805 20.45% 1370 34.81% 1664 42.28% 78 1.98% 1742 44.26% 19 0.48% 
               
03 Not Eligible 1207 59 4.89% 156 12.92% 879 72.83% 108 8.95% 987 81.77% 5 0.41% 
04 Not Eligible 1201 43 3.58% 209 17.40% 872 72.61% 75 6.24% 947 78.85% 2 0.17% 
05 Not Eligible 1242 49 3.95% 164 13.20% 834 67.15% 193 15.54% 1027 82.69% 2 0.16% 
06 Not Eligible 1211 41 3.39% 141 11.64% 799 65.98% 225 18.58% 1024 84.56% 5 0.41% 
07 Not Eligible 1248 50 4.01% 172 13.78% 821 65.79% 204 16.35% 1025 82.13% 1 0.08% 
08 Not Eligible 1228 49 3.99% 175 14.25% 782 63.68% 221 18.00% 1003 81.68% 1 0.08% 
09 Not Eligible 1384 42 3.03% 197 14.23% 957 69.15% 180 13.01% 1137 82.15% 8 0.58% 
10 Not Eligible 1326 53 4.00% 201 15.16% 813 61.31% 245 18.48% 1058 79.79% 14 1.06% 
    10047 386 3.84% 1415 14.08% 6757 67.25% 1451 14.44% 8208 81.70% 38 0.38% 
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03 American Indian/Alaskan Native 20 2 10.00% 4 20.00% 6 30.00% 8 40.00% 14 70.00% 0 0.00% 
03 Asian or Pacific Islander 52 2 3.85% 3 5.77% 17 32.69% 30 57.69% 47 90.38% 0 0.00% 
03 Black (not Hispanic) 26 0 0.00% 4 15.38% 14 53.85% 8 30.77% 22 84.62% 0 0.00% 
03 Hispanic 523 61 11.66% 159 30.40% 226 43.21% 76 14.53% 302 57.74% 1 0.19% 
04 Asian or Pacific Islander 82 2 2.44% 11 13.41% 39 47.56% 30 36.59% 69 84.15% 0 0.00% 
04 Hispanic 493 82 16.63% 161 32.66% 206 41.78% 44 8.92% 250 50.71% 0 0.00% 
05 Asian or Pacific Islander 67 2 2.99% 7 10.45% 27 40.30% 30 44.78% 57 85.07% 1 1.49% 
05 Black (not Hispanic) 22 1 4.55% 4 18.18% 12 54.55% 5 22.73% 17 77.27% 0 0.00% 
05 Hispanic 530 80 15.09% 204 38.49% 192 36.23% 53 10.00% 245 46.23% 1 0.19% 
06 American Indian/Alaskan Native 17 1 5.88% 3 17.65% 7 41.18% 6 35.29% 13 76.47% 0 0.00% 
06 Asian or Pacific Islander 55 4 7.27% 7 12.73% 15 27.27% 29 52.73% 44 80.00% 0 0.00% 
06 Black (not Hispanic) 21 3 14.29% 9 42.86% 6 28.57% 3 14.29% 9 42.86% 0 0.00% 
06 Hispanic 471 109 23.14% 180 38.22% 124 26.33% 57 12.10% 181 38.43% 1 0.21% 
07 Asian or Pacific Islander 67 2 2.99% 15 22.39% 23 34.33% 27 40.30% 50 74.63% 0 0.00% 
07 Black (not Hispanic) 29 4 13.79% 11 37.93% 10 34.48% 4 13.79% 14 48.28% 0 0.00% 
07 Hispanic 425 125 29.41% 186 43.76% 88 20.71% 26 6.12% 114 26.82% 0 0.00% 
08 American Indian/Alaskan Native 20 7 35.00% 2 10.00% 6 30.00% 4 20.00% 10 50.00% 1 5.00% 
08 Asian or Pacific Islander 47 5 10.64% 11 23.40% 8 17.02% 23 48.94% 31 65.96% 0 0.00% 
08 Black (not Hispanic) 30 7 23.33% 13 43.33% 7 23.33% 3 10.00% 10 33.33% 0 0.00% 
08 Hispanic 440 171 38.86% 141 32.05% 89 20.23% 38 8.64% 127 28.86% 1 0.23% 
09 American Indian/Alaskan Native 18 6 33.33% 4 22.22% 6 33.33% 2 11.11% 8 44.44% 0 0.00% 
09 Asian or Pacific Islander 57 7 12.28% 17 29.82% 15 26.32% 17 29.82% 32 56.14% 1 1.75% 
09 Black (not Hispanic) 23 6 26.09% 10 43.48% 6 26.09% 1 4.35% 7 30.43% 0 0.00% 
09 Hispanic 486 252 51.85% 131 26.95% 78 16.05% 20 4.12% 98 20.16% 5 1.03% 
10 American Indian/Alaskan Native 21 11 52.38% 3 14.29% 5 23.81% 2 9.52% 7 33.33% 0 0.00% 
10 Asian or Pacific Islander 51 10 19.61% 17 33.33% 13 25.49% 11 21.57% 24 47.06% 0 0.00% 
10 Black (not Hispanic) 18 8 44.44% 4 22.22% 6 33.33% 0 0.00% 6 33.33% 0 0.00% 
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    4513 1197 26.52% 1448 32.09% 1291 28.61% 245 5.43% 1854 41.08% 14 0.31% 
               
03 White (not Hispanic) 1190 36 3.03% 166 13.95% 518 43.53% 469 39.41% 987 82.94% 1 0.08% 
04 White (not Hispanic) 1181 49 4.15% 191 16.17% 579 49.03% 360 30.48% 939 79.51% 2 0.17% 
05 White (not Hispanic) 1205 61 5.06% 224 18.59% 445 36.93% 473 39.25% 918 76.18% 2 0.17% 
06 White (not Hispanic) 1195 84 7.03% 214 17.91% 459 38.41% 437 36.57% 896 74.98% 1 0.08% 
07 White (not Hispanic) 1167 103 8.83% 368 31.53% 381 32.65% 314 26.91% 695 59.55% 1 0.09% 
08 White (not Hispanic) 1140 117 10.26% 241 21.14% 328 28.77% 454 39.82% 782 68.60% 0 0.00% 
09 White (not Hispanic) 1294 197 15.22% 388 29.98% 411 31.76% 290 22.41% 701 54.17% 8 0.62% 
10 White (not Hispanic) 1242 250 20.13% 420 33.82% 452 36.39% 105 8.45% 557 44.85% 15 1.21% 
    9614 897 9.33% 2212 23.01% 3573 37.16% 2902 30.19% 6475 67.35% 30 0.31% 
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03 Free Lunch Eligible 496 61 12.30% 151 30.44% 225 45.36% 58 11.69% 283 57.06% 1 0.20% 
03 Reduced Lunch Eligible 108 9 8.33% 27 25.00% 51 47.22% 21 19.44% 72 66.67% 0 0.00% 
04 Free Lunch Eligible 488 88 18.03% 158 32.38% 202 41.39% 40 8.20% 242 49.59% 0 0.00% 
04 Reduced Lunch Eligible 94 13 13.83% 22 23.40% 42 44.68% 16 17.02% 58 61.70% 1 1.06% 
05 Free Lunch Eligible 501 82 16.37% 188 37.52% 183 36.53% 47 9.38% 230 45.91% 1 0.20% 
05 Reduced Lunch Eligible 92 11 11.96% 27 29.35% 35 38.04% 19 20.65% 54 58.70% 0 0.00% 
06 Free Lunch Eligible 440 113 25.68% 161 36.59% 126 28.64% 40 9.09% 166 37.73% 0 0.00% 
06 Reduced Lunch Eligible 108 17 15.74% 39 36.11% 37 34.26% 15 13.89% 52 48.15% 0 0.00% 
07 Free Lunch Eligible 373 121 32.44% 160 42.90% 71 19.03% 21 5.63% 92 24.66% 0 0.00% 
07 Reduced Lunch Eligible 82 23 28.05% 33 40.24% 18 21.95% 8 9.76% 26 31.71% 0 0.00% 
08 Free Lunch Eligible 370 157 42.43% 112 30.27% 77 20.81% 23 6.22% 100 27.03% 1 0.27% 
08 Reduced Lunch Eligible 79 23 29.11% 27 34.18% 15 18.99% 14 17.72% 29 36.71% 0 0.00% 
09 Free Lunch Eligible 405 216 53.33% 115 28.40% 56 13.83% 12 2.96% 68 16.79% 6 1.48% 
09 Reduced Lunch Eligible 89 30 33.71% 35 39.33% 17 19.10% 7 7.87% 24 26.97% 0 0.00% 
10 Free Lunch Eligible 336 201 59.82% 97 28.87% 31 9.23% 4 1.19% 35 10.42% 3 0.89% 
10 Reduced Lunch Eligible 72 34 47.22% 21 29.17% 17 23.61% 0 0.00% 17 23.61% 0 0.00% 
    4133 1199 29.01% 1373 33.22% 1203 29.11% 345 8.35% 1548 37.45% 13 0.31% 
               
03 Not Eligible 1207 31 2.57% 158 13.09% 505 41.84% 512 42.42% 1017 84.26% 1 0.08% 
04 Not Eligible 1202 36 3.00% 192 15.97% 592 49.25% 381 31.70% 973 80.95% 1 0.08% 
05 Not Eligible 1241 53 4.27% 226 18.21% 464 37.39% 495 39.89% 959 77.28% 3 0.24% 
06 Not Eligible 1211 71 5.86% 213 17.59% 448 36.99% 477 39.39% 925 76.38% 2 0.17% 
07 Not Eligible 1247 91 7.30% 392 31.44% 416 33.36% 347 27.83% 763 61.19% 1 0.08% 
08 Not Eligible 1228 127 10.34% 269 21.91% 346 28.18% 485 39.50% 831 67.67% 1 0.08% 
09 Not Eligible 1384 222 16.04% 400 28.90% 443 32.01% 311 22.47% 754 54.48% 8 0.58% 
10 Not Eligible 1326 271 20.44% 453 34.16% 468 35.29% 120 9.05% 588 44.34% 14 1.06% 
    10046 902 8.98% 2303 22.92% 3682 36.65% 3128 31.14% 6810 67.79% 31 0.31% 
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03 Hispanic 74 30 40.54% 21 28.38% 21 28.38% 0 0.00% 21 28.38% 2 2.70% 
04 Hispanic 52 8 15.38% 15 28.85% 27 51.92% 1 1.92% 28 53.85% 1 1.92% 
05 Hispanic 42 9 21.43% 10 23.81% 21 50.00% 2 4.76% 23 54.76% 0 0.00% 
06 Hispanic 49 9 18.37% 23 46.94% 17 34.69% 0 0.00% 17 34.69% 0 0.00% 
07 Hispanic 55 16 29.09% 17 30.91% 22 40.00% 0 0.00% 22 40.00% 0 0.00% 
08 Hispanic 60 16 26.67% 18 30.00% 21 35.00% 2 3.33% 23 38.33% 3 5.00% 
09 Hispanic 39 13 33.33% 18 46.15% 7 17.95% 1 2.56% 8 20.51% 0 0.00% 
10 Hispanic 42 22 52.38% 11 26.19% 8 19.05% 1 2.38% 9 21.43% 0 0.00% 
    413 123 29.78% 133 32.20% 144 34.87% 7 1.69% 151 36.56% 6 1.45% 
               
03 White (not Hispanic) 132 1 0.76% 13 9.85% 104 78.79% 12 9.09% 116 87.88% 2 1.52% 
04 White (not Hispanic) 138 3 2.17% 23 16.67% 106 76.81% 6 4.35% 112 81.16% 0 0.00% 
05 White (not Hispanic) 159 3 1.89% 17 10.69% 115 72.33% 24 15.09% 139 87.42% 0 0.00% 
06 White (not Hispanic) 151 3 1.99% 21 13.91% 100 66.23% 26 17.22% 126 83.44% 1 0.66% 
07 White (not Hispanic) 144 4 2.78% 23 15.97% 99 68.75% 17 11.81% 116 80.56% 1 0.69% 
08 White (not Hispanic) 168 6 3.57% 20 11.90% 121 72.02% 18 10.71% 139 82.74% 3 1.79% 
09 White (not Hispanic) 161 7 4.35% 14 8.70% 114 70.81% 21 13.04% 135 83.85% 5 3.11% 
10 White (not Hispanic) 171 9 5.26% 25 14.62% 116 67.84% 15 8.77% 131 76.61% 6 3.51% 
    1224 36 2.94% 156 12.75% 875 71.49% 139 11.36% 1014 82.84% 18 1.47% 
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03 Free Lunch Eligible 60 26 43.33% 14 23.33% 18 30.00% 0 0.00% 18 30.00% 2 3% 
03 Reduced Lunch Eligible 14 X X X X X X X X X X X X 
04 Free Lunch Eligible 50 7 14.00% 19 38.00% 23 46.00% 0 0.00% 23 46.00% 1 2% 
04 Reduced Lunch Eligible 11 X X X X X X X X X X X X 
05 Free Lunch Eligible 37 8 21.62% 11 29.73% 16 43.24% 1 2.70% 17 45.95% 1 3% 
05 Reduced Lunch Eligible 12 X X X X X X X X X X X X 
06 Free Lunch Eligible 49 9 18.37% 19 38.78% 21 42.86% 0 0.00% 21 42.86% 0 0% 
06 Reduced Lunch Eligible 7 X X X X X X X X X X X X 
07 Free Lunch Eligible 50 16 32.00% 15 30.00% 19 38.00% 0 0.00% 19 38.00% 0 0% 
07 Reduced Lunch Eligible 15 X X X X X X X X X X X X 
08 Free Lunch Eligible 52 15 28.85% 15 28.85% 15 28.85% 2 3.85% 17 32.69% 5 10% 
08 Reduced Lunch Eligible 13 X X X X X X X X X X X X 
09 Free Lunch Eligible 35 10 28.57% 12 34.29% 11 31.43% 1 2.86% 12 34.29% 1 3% 
09 Reduced Lunch Eligible 10 X X X X X X X X X X X X 
10 Free Lunch Eligible 37 22 59.46% 7 18.92% 6 16.22% 1 2.70% 7 18.92% 1 3% 
10 Reduced Lunch Eligible 6 X X X X X X X X X X X X 
    458 22 4.80% 7 1.53% 129 28.17% 1 0.22% 134 29.26% 1 0% 
               
03 Not Eligible 138 3 2.17% 19 13.77% 103 74.64% 12 8.70% 115 83.33% 1 1% 
04 Not Eligible 135 4 2.96% 17 12.59% 106 78.52% 8 5.93% 114 84.44% 0 0% 
05 Not Eligible 159 3 1.89% 16 10.06% 113 71.07% 26 16.35% 139 87.42% 1 1% 
06 Not Eligible 150 2 1.33% 21 14.00% 99 66.00% 27 18.00% 126 84.00% 1 1% 
07 Not Eligible 135 3 2.22% 23 17.04% 91 67.41% 17 12.59% 108 80.00% 1 1% 
08 Not Eligible 169 5 2.96% 22 13.02% 122 72.19% 18 10.65% 140 82.84% 2 1% 
09 Not Eligible 160 9 5.63% 16 10.00% 111 69.38% 21 13.13% 132 82.50% 3 2% 
10 Not Eligible 177 12 6.78% 26 14.69% 118 66.67% 16 9.04% 134 75.71% 5 3% 
    1223 41 3.35% 160 13.08% 863 70.56% 145 11.86% 1008 82.42% 14 1% 

































03 Hispanic 75 24 32.00% 18 24.00% 29 38.67% 4 5.33% 33 44.00% 0 0.00% 
04 Hispanic 56 10 17.86% 18 32.14% 21 37.50% 7 12.50% 28 50.00% 0 0.00% 
05 Hispanic 42 4 9.52% 19 45.24% 14 33.33% 5 11.90% 19 45.24% 0 0.00% 
06 Hispanic 49 11 22.45% 21 42.86% 15 30.61% 2 4.08% 17 34.69% 0 0.00% 
07 Hispanic 55 27 49.09% 20 36.36% 7 12.73% 1 1.82% 8 14.55% 0 0.00% 
08 Hispanic 60 24 40.00% 17 28.33% 12 20.00% 4 6.67% 16 26.67% 3 5.00% 
09 Hispanic 40 25 62.50% 12 30.00% 2 5.00% 0 0.00% 2 5.00% 1 2.50% 
10 Hispanic 42 30 71.43% 11 26.19% 1 2.38% 0 0.00% 1 2.38% 0 0.00% 
    419 155 36.99% 136 32.46% 101 24.11% 23 5.49% 124 29.59% 4 0.95% 
               
03 White (not Hispanic) 130 0 0.00% 15 11.54% 33 25.38% 82 63.08% 115 88.46% 0 0.00% 
04 White (not Hispanic) 138 1 0.72% 22 15.94% 72 52.17% 43 31.16% 115 83.33% 0 0.00% 
05 White (not Hispanic) 160 2 1.25% 13 8.13% 69 43.13% 76 47.50% 145 90.63% 0 0.00% 
06 White (not Hispanic) 151 6 3.97% 24 15.89% 61 40.40% 59 39.07% 120 79.47% 1 0.66% 
07 White (not Hispanic) 144 18 12.50% 47 32.64% 58 40.28% 20 13.89% 78 54.17% 1 0.69% 
08 White (not Hispanic) 167 17 10.18% 52 31.14% 58 34.73% 38 22.75% 96 57.49% 2 1.20% 
09 White (not Hispanic) 162 23 14.20% 45 27.78% 56 34.57% 34 20.99% 90 55.56% 4 2.47% 
10 White (not Hispanic) 171 34 19.88% 63 36.84% 60 35.09% 9 5.26% 69 40.35% 5 2.92% 
    1223 101 8.26% 281 22.98% 467 38.18% 361 29.52% 828 67.70% 13 1.06% 


































03 Hispanic 75 24 32.00% 18 24.00% 29 38.67% 4 5.33% 33 44.00% 0 0.00% 
04 Hispanic 56 10 17.86% 18 32.14% 21 37.50% 7 12.50% 28 50.00% 0 0.00% 
05 Hispanic 42 4 9.52% 19 45.24% 14 33.33% 5 11.90% 19 45.24% 0 0.00% 
06 Hispanic 49 11 22.45% 21 42.86% 15 30.61% 2 4.08% 17 34.69% 0 0.00% 
07 Hispanic 55 27 49.09% 20 36.36% 7 12.73% 1 1.82% 8 14.55% 0 0.00% 
08 Hispanic 60 24 40.00% 17 28.33% 12 20.00% 4 6.67% 16 26.67% 3 5.00% 
09 Hispanic 40 25 62.50% 12 30.00% 2 5.00% 0 0.00% 2 5.00% 1 2.50% 
10 Hispanic 42 30 71.43% 11 26.19% 1 2.38% 0 0.00% 1 2.38% 0 0.00% 
    419 155 36.99% 136 32.46% 101 24.11% 23 5.49% 124 29.59% 4 0.95% 
               
03 White (not Hispanic) 130 0 0.00% 15 11.54% 33 25.38% 82 63.08% 115 88.46% 0 0.00% 
04 White (not Hispanic) 138 1 0.72% 22 15.94% 72 52.17% 43 31.16% 115 83.33% 0 0.00% 
05 White (not Hispanic) 160 2 1.25% 13 8.13% 69 43.13% 76 47.50% 145 90.63% 0 0.00% 
06 White (not Hispanic) 151 6 3.97% 24 15.89% 61 40.40% 59 39.07% 120 79.47% 1 0.66% 
07 White (not Hispanic) 144 18 12.50% 47 32.64% 58 40.28% 20 13.89% 78 54.17% 1 0.69% 
08 White (not Hispanic) 167 17 10.18% 52 31.14% 58 34.73% 38 22.75% 96 57.49% 2 1.20% 
09 White (not Hispanic) 162 23 14.20% 45 27.78% 56 34.57% 34 20.99% 90 55.56% 4 2.47% 
10 White (not Hispanic) 171 34 19.88% 63 36.84% 60 35.09% 9 5.26% 69 40.35% 5 2.92% 
    1223 101 8.26% 281 22.98% 467 38.18% 361 29.52% 828 67.70% 13 1.06% 
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04 Hispanic 24 4 16.67% 8 33.33% 11 45.83% 1 4.17% 12 50.00% 0 0.00% 
05 Hispanic 27 13 48.15% 8 29.63% 6 22.22% 0 0.00% 6 22.22% 0 0.00% 
06 Hispanic 25 5 20.00% 8 32.00% 12 48.00% 0 0.00% 12 48.00% 0 0.00% 
07 Hispanic 33 14 42.42% 9 27.27% 9 27.27% 1 3.03% 10 30.30% 0 0.00% 
08 Hispanic 27 4 14.81% 10 37.04% 13 48.15% 0 0.00% 13 48.15% 0 0.00% 
09 Hispanic 23 1 4.35% 9 39.13% 12 52.17% 0 0.00% 12 52.17% 1 4.35% 
  159 41 25.79% 52 32.70% 63 39.62% 2 1.26% 65 40.88% 1 0.63% 
               
03 White (not Hispanic) 27 1 3.70% 6 22.22% 18 66.67% 2 7.41% 20 74.07% 0 0.00% 
04 White (not Hispanic) 39 2 5.13% 7 17.95% 28 71.79% 2 5.13% 30 76.92% 0 0.00% 
05 White (not Hispanic) 41 4 9.76% 7 17.07% 29 70.73% 0 0.00% 29 70.73% 1 2.44% 
06 White (not Hispanic) 44 3 6.82% 8 18.18% 25 56.82% 6 13.64% 31 70.45% 2 4.55% 
07 White (not Hispanic) 36 5 13.89% 6 16.67% 23 63.89% 2 5.56% 25 69.44% 0 0.00% 
08 White (not Hispanic) 32 0 0.00% 10 31.25% 19 59.38% 3 9.38% 22 68.75% 0 0.00% 
09 White (not Hispanic) 32 0 0.00% 4 12.50% 27 84.38% 1 3.13% 28 87.50% 0 0.00% 
10 White (not Hispanic) 41 0 0.00% 8 19.51% 29 70.73% 3 7.32% 32 78.05% 1 2.44% 
  292 15 5.14% 56 19.18% 198 67.81% 19 6.51% 217 74.32% 4 1.37% 





Yuma  Poverty Gap  Reading 2008 






PP N 08 % PP 08 P N 08 % P 08 A N 08 % A 08 P+A 08 % P+A 
08 
NS N 08 % NS 08 
03 Free Lunch Eligible 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
03 Reduced Lunch Eligible 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04 Free Lunch Eligible 22 3 13.64% 7 31.82% 12 54.55% 0 0.00% 12 54.55% 0 0.0% 
04 Reduced Lunch Eligible 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
05 Free Lunch Eligible 28 11 39.29% 8 28.57% 9 32.14% 0 0.00% 9 32.14% 0 0.0% 
05 Reduced Lunch Eligible 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
06 Free Lunch Eligible 27 6 22.22% 10 37.04% 10 37.04% 1 3.70% 11 40.74% 0 0.0% 
06 Reduced Lunch Eligible 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
07 Free Lunch Eligible 38 15 39.47% 10 26.32% 13 34.21% 0 0.00% 13 34.21% 0 0.0% 
07 Reduced Lunch Eligible 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
08 Free Lunch Eligible 23 4 17.39% 9 39.13% 10 43.48% 0 0.00% 10 43.48% 0 0.0% 
08 Reduced Lunch Eligible 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
09 Free Lunch Eligible 22 1 4.55% 6 27.27% 15 68.18% 0 0.00% 15 68.18% 0 0.0% 
09 Reduced Lunch Eligible 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 Free Lunch Eligible 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 Reduced Lunch Eligible 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  246 40 16.26% 50 20.33% 69 28.05% 1 0.41% 70 28.46% 0 0.0% 
               
03 Not Eligible 21 0 0.00% 4 19.05% 16 76.19% 1 4.76% 17 80.95% 0 0.0% 
04 Not Eligible 32 3 9.38% 4 12.50% 23 71.88% 2 6.25% 25 78.13% 0 0.0% 
05 Not Eligible 33 6 18.18% 4 12.12% 23 69.70% 0 0.00% 23 69.70% 0 0.0% 
06 Not Eligible 34 0 0.00% 4 11.76% 25 73.53% 4 11.76% 29 85.29% 1 2.9% 
07 Not Eligible 28 4 14.29% 4 14.29% 17 60.71% 3 10.71% 20 71.43% 0 0.0% 
08 Not Eligible 26 0 0.00% 6 23.08% 17 65.38% 3 11.54% 20 76.92% 0 0.0% 
09 Not Eligible 27 0 0.00% 4 14.81% 22 81.48% 1 3.70% 23 85.19% 0 0.0% 
10 Not Eligible 37 0 0.00% 5 13.51% 29 78.38% 2 5.41% 31 83.78% 1 2.7% 
  238 13 5.46% 35 14.71% 172 72.27% 16 6.72% 188 78.99% 2 0.8% 





Yuma  Ethnicity Gap  Math 2008 




PP N 08 % PP 08 P N 08 % P 08 A N 08 % A 08 P+A 08 % P+A 
08 
NS N 08 % NS 08 
03 Hispanic 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04 Hispanic 27 4 14.81% 9 33.33% 11 40.74% 3 11.11% 14 51.85% 0 0.00% 
05 Hispanic 27 4 14.81% 14 51.85% 6 22.22% 3 11.11% 9 33.33% 0 0.00% 
06 Hispanic 25 4 16.00% 13 52.00% 7 28.00% 1 4.00% 8 32.00% 0 0.00% 
07 Hispanic 33 14 42.42% 14 42.42% 5 15.15% 0 0.00% 5 15.15% 0 0.00% 
08 Hispanic 27 14 51.85% 11 40.74% 1 3.70% 1 3.70% 2 7.41% 0 0.00% 
09 Hispanic 23 9 39.13% 11 47.83% 3 13.04% 0 0.00% 3 13.04% 0 0.00% 
  177 49 27.68% 72 40.68% 33 18.64% 8 4.52% 41 23.16% 0 0.00% 
               
03 White (not Hispanic) 27 0 0.00% 4 14.81% 16 59.26% 7 25.93% 23 85.19% 0 0.00% 
04 White (not Hispanic) 39 1 2.56% 7 17.95% 20 51.28% 11 28.21% 31 79.49% 0 0.00% 
05 White (not Hispanic) 41 1 2.44% 16 39.02% 15 36.59% 8 19.51% 23 56.10% 1 2.44% 
06 White (not Hispanic) 44 2 4.55% 15 34.09% 16 36.36% 9 20.45% 25 56.82% 2 4.55% 
07 White (not Hispanic) 36 6 16.67% 15 41.67% 9 25.00% 6 16.67% 15 41.67% 0 0.00% 
08 White (not Hispanic) 33 4 12.12% 15 45.45% 11 33.33% 3 9.09% 14 42.42% 0 0.00% 
09 White (not Hispanic) 32 6 18.75% 12 37.50% 10 31.25% 4 12.50% 14 43.75% 0 0.00% 
10 White (not Hispanic) 41 8 19.51% 16 39.02% 16 39.02% 1 2.44% 17 41.46% 0 0.00% 
  293 28 9.56% 100 34.13% 113 38.57% 49 16.72% 162 55.29% 3 1.02% 





Yuma  Poverty Gap  Math 2008 




PP N 08 % PP 08 P N 08 % P 08 A N 08 % A 08 P+A 08 % P+A 
08 
NS N 08 % NS 08 
03 Free Lunch Eligible 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
03 Reduced Lunch Eligible 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
04 Free Lunch Eligible 25 2 8.00% 9 36.00% 11 44.00% 3 12.00% 14 56.00% 0 0.00% 
04 Reduced Lunch Eligible 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
05 Free Lunch Eligible 28 3 10.71% 19 67.86% 5 17.86% 1 3.57% 6 21.43% 0 0.00% 
05 Reduced Lunch Eligible 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
06 Free Lunch Eligible 27 4 14.81% 16 59.26% 7 25.93% 0 0.00% 7 25.93% 0 0.00% 
06 Reduced Lunch Eligible 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
07 Free Lunch Eligible 38 17 44.74% 17 44.74% 4 10.53% 0 0.00% 4 10.53% 0 0.00% 
07 Reduced Lunch Eligible 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
08 Free Lunch Eligible 23 14 60.87% 8 34.78% 0 0.00% 1 4.35% 1 4.35% 0 0.00% 
08 Reduced Lunch Eligible 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
09 Free Lunch Eligible 22 7 31.82% 12 54.55% 3 13.64% 0 0.00% 3 13.64% 0 0.00% 
09 Reduced Lunch Eligible 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 Free Lunch Eligible 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 Reduced Lunch Eligible 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  250 47 18.80% 81 32.40% 30 12.00% 5 2.00% 35 14.00% 0 0.00% 
               
03 Not Eligible 21 0 0.00% 2 9.52% 12 57.14% 7 33.33% 19 90.48% 0 0.00% 
04 Not Eligible 32 2 6.25% 4 12.50% 16 50.00% 10 31.25% 26 81.25% 0 0.00% 
05 Not Eligible 33 2 6.06% 10 30.30% 12 36.36% 9 27.27% 21 63.64% 0 0.00% 
06 Not Eligible 34 0 0.00% 9 26.47% 16 47.06% 8 23.53% 24 70.59% 1 2.94% 
07 Not Eligible 28 3 10.71% 10 35.71% 9 32.14% 6 21.43% 15 53.57% 0 0.00% 
08 Not Eligible 26 3 11.54% 10 38.46% 10 38.46% 3 11.54% 13 50.00% 0 0.00% 
09 Not Eligible 27 5 18.52% 9 33.33% 9 33.33% 4 14.81% 13 48.15% 0 0.00% 
10 Not Eligible 37 6 16.22% 13 35.14% 17 45.95% 1 2.70% 18 48.65% 0 0.00% 
  238 21 8.82% 67 28.15% 101 42.44% 48 20.17% 149 62.61% 1 0.42% 
 Gap   9.98%  4.25%  30.44%  8.17%  48.61%  0.42% 
 
 
